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Introduction
The present volume hosts the proceedings of the conference ¶$ &rossroad 
between East and West : The /atin 0edieval Translations of the .itāb al-əifāʾ (%ooN 
of tKe &ure) of ,bn SƮnö ($vicenna)· which tooN place in 3isa Scuola 1ormale 
Superiore on - -ul\  in the frameworN of the proMect ¶3hilosoph\ on the 
%order of &ivilizations and ,ntellectual Endeavours : Towards a &ritical Edition 
of the 0etaph\sics (IlāKi\\āt of .itāb al-əifāʾ) of $vicenna (,bn SƮnö)· financed 
b\ the European 5esearch &ouncil (E5& $dvanced *rant - www.
avicennaproMect.eu). Some additional articles (1. &aminada $. $stesiano 1. 
3olloni ,. 3anzeca) complement the papers first presented at the conference. The 
decision to devote a conference expressl\ to the /atin translations of the various 
parts of $vicenna·s philosophical masterpiece produced during the 0iddle $ges 
and now to publish the papers of the meeting in a self-standing volume that 
deals comprehensivel\ with the topic ³ in both cases for the first time to the 
best of our Nnowledge ³ finds its Mustification in the necessit\ of approaching 
this Ne\ event of the $rabic-into-/atin transmission of philosophical culture in 
a comprehensive rather than piecemeal wa\.
The /atin medieval translations of the maJnum opus of $vicenna (,bn SƮnö 
d. +/) in philosoph\ the .itāb al-əifāʾ or %ooN of tKe &ureHealinJ are 
interesting in man\ respects. )irst these translations are ancient and valuable 
witnesses of the əifāʾ : in some cases their chronological distance from the period 
of composition of $vicenna·s worN (- ca.) does not exceed one centur\ 
and a half. This temporal closeness maNes the /atin translations at staNe ver\ 
precious tools for the reconstruction of the original $rabic text of the əifāʾ. Second 
the\ cover much of the əifāʾ : altogether the\ encompass a large portion of this 
massive enc\clopedia of logic natural philosoph\ mathematics and metaph\sics 
and conve\ into /atin a comprehensive picture of this highl\ articulated and 
structured worN although the\ privilege some of its four main parts over others. 
Third numerous and important scholars of the time man\ of whom were prime 
exponents of the European philosophical scenario acted as translators. These 
noteworth\ aspects of the complex of translations under investigation can be 
adeTuatel\ grasped onl\ b\ means of a s\noptic view capable of highlighting 
analogies and differences in content and st\le among the various translations 
and of tracing stable elements and developments in their temporal seTuence. 
&umulativel\ the papers delivered at the conference and gathered in the present 
volume ³ with their status Tuaestionis and research agenda about each of the extant 
translations from logic to metaph\sics ³ meet this tasN. These introductor\ pages 
are meant to brieÁ\ sNetch the frameworN in which the following contributions 
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can be placed. The relevant data to be considered expounded in details in the 
articles of the volume are summarized in the following table.
&onspectus of the Latin Translations of the əifāʾ
3reface and (,) /ogic ( sections)
əifāʾ 3reface 0adḫal 0aTūlāt ʿIbāra 4i\ās %urKān Ǧadal 6afsaɡa Ḫiɡāba əiʿr
Model --- 3orph\r\
IsaJoJe




7opica (l 6opK 5Ketor 3oet
3hase  /ogica --- --- --- II.7 --- --- --- ---
3hase  --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- fragm. ---
(,,) 1atural 3hilosoph\ ( sections)












Model 3K\sica 'e &aelo 'e *en 
et &orr





















--- 'e &aelo 'e *en 
et &orr






(III) Mathematics (4 sections)









3hase  --- --- --- ---
3hase  --- --- --- ---
(,9) 0etaph\sics ( section)
əifāʾ IlāKi\\āt
Model 0etapK\sics
3hase  3KilosopKia prima sive 6cientia divina 
3hase  ---
introduction ix
,) &hronolog\. The əifāʾ was translated into /atin during the ;,, and ;,,, 
centuries in distinct places and moments. ,n a chronological perspective 
the translation activit\ can be grouped around two main phases. The first 
phase (3hase  in the table) was generated b\ translators active in the cit\ of 
Toledo or related to it for biographical reasons from  until circa . The 
second less extensive and more shadow\ phase (3hase ) occurred in %urgos 
in the second half of the ;,,, centur\. The second phase of translation looNs 
to be dependent on the first and to be considered b\ the translators as its 
continuation : significantl\ the /atin translation of the first section of natural 
philosoph\ starts in the second phase exactl\ where it had stopped in the first 
i.e. in correspondence with chapter ,,,.. The Spanish environment is not the 
onl\ common feature of these two phases. The second with its exclusive focus 
on the natural philosoph\ of the əifāʾ appears to share the same scientific 
interests and operational options of the first phase which had not exceeded the 
boundaries of the natural philosoph\ and the metaph\sics of the worN apart 
from an incursion into its logic with a conspicuous neglect of mathematics. The 
main difference between the two phases holds a posteriori and it is given b\ the 
diffusion of the translations : whereas the versions produced during the first 
phase enMo\ed a wide circulation the ones composed during the second phase 
had a much more limited dissemination. 
The /atin translations of the əifāʾ especiall\ those produced during the first 
phase of the translation activit\ hold a ver\ high chronological position among 
the testimonia of the original $rabic text of the worN. The /atin translation of 
the metaph\sical section of the worN the IlāKi\\āt documents this point in full 
clarit\. This translation was accomplished in the second half of the ;,, centur\ 
probabl\ in the third Tuarter of the centur\ under the title of Liber de 3KilosopKia 
prima sive 6cientia divina on the basis of an $rabic model that we cannot date 
precisel\ and which could be potentiall\ much older than the translation itself. 
%ut regardless of the exact date of the $rabic manuscript(s) on which the /atin 
translation was made this latter belongs to the small group of the most ancient 
testimonies of the IlāKi\\āt presentl\ Nnown namel\ a sample of extant $rabic 
manuscripts and some attested codices dating bacN to the 9/;, and 9,/;,, 
centuries. 0ore precisel\ at the present state of research the 3KilosopKia prima 
figures in the ¶top ten· of the most ancient extant witnesses of the worN. ,ts 
ancientness noteworth\ in itself is even more remarNable if we consider that 
among the manuscripts at the basis of the current printing b\ means of which 
we presentl\ Nnow the IlāKi\\āt i.e. the edition published in &airo in  the 
most ancient dates bacN to the 9,,/;,,, centur\ and that the 3KilosopKia prima 
conve\s readings and wa\s of disposing chapters and structuring treatises that 
looN more original than those transmitted in the version according to which 
amos bertolacci, tommaso alpinax
we are accustomed to approach $vicenna·s text. ,n other words the /atin 
translation is a witness of the IlāKi\\āt which cannot be disregarded both b\ 
present scholars interested in grasping precisel\ $vicenna·s original thought 
in metaph\sics and b\ future editors undertaNing the demanding tasN of a real 
critical edition of his metaph\sical maJnum opus.
What applies to the 3KilosopKia prima holds mutatis mutandis for all the other 
parts of the əifāʾ translated into /atin during the first phase of translation and 
also to a lesser degree for the translations accomplished in the second phase.
,,) Extent. $ substantial portion of $vicenna·s summa ³ which consists of 
twent\-two distinct sections (nine of logic eight of natural philosoph\ four 
of mathematics plus the single section of metaph\sics) and covers more than 
five thousands pages in the standard printed edition of the $rabic text ³ was 
made available to /atin scholars. $ctuall\ if taNen together and considered as 
translations of one and the same $rabic worN as in fact the\ are the distinct /atin 
translations of the əifāʾ represent one of the most extensive translations from 
$rabic into /atin ever made during the 0iddle $ges. 0ore specificall\ during the 
aforementioned two phases of translation three of the four main parts of the əifāʾ 
were translated into Latin : natural philosoph\ and metaph\sics were translated 
almost integrall\ (with the exception of the fourth treatise of the first section of 
natural philosoph\ which was strangel\ neglected during the second phase of 
translations and the last two chapters of the section of metaph\sics which were 
summarized rather than translated verbatim). $s to logic onl\ one entire section 
the first corresponding to 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe and some excerpts of the fifth and 
the eighth sections corresponding respectivel\ to the 3osterior Anal\tics and the 
5Ketoric are extant (chapter ,,. and scattered fragments respectivel\) whereas 
the remaining six sections were completel\ overlooNed. %\ contrast no section 
of the mathematical part of the əifāʾ results to have been ever translated. 
The decision b\ the /atin translators of ignoring the mathematics of the əifāʾ 
and of pa\ing greater attention to the natural philosoph\ and the metaph\sics 
of the worN than to its logic does not reÁect the importance that $vicenna 
himself ascribes to these disciplines in this summa : mathematics is one of its 
substantial constituents ³ contrar\ to what happens in the case of other less 
extensive summae b\ $vicenna where mathematics is absent or is copied from 
previous worNs ³ and logic is b\ and large the most extensive part of this 
worN. ,f we assume that a complete text of the əifāʾ was available in $ndalusia 
at the time of the translations the translators· selection of the parts of the 
worN to be rendered into /atin arguabl\ mirrors their own interests and the 
scientific needs of the intended audience of the translations : thanNs to previous 
translations /atin readers had alread\ at their disposal abundant material 
regarding the $rabic Tuadrivium  moreover the\ were more attracted b\ a new 
introduction xi
and comprehensive world-view such as the one proposed b\ $vicenna than b\ 
a logical theor\ that despite its originalit\ was less new in the /atin world. 
,n particular the choice of privileging within the logic of the əifāʾ the section 
dealing with 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe might be a conseTuence of the still livel\ debate 
on universals in /atin philosoph\ since the time of 5oscelin $baelard and the 
liNes in the first half of the ;,, centur\. ,n other words whereas the $vicenna 
$rabus is in the əifāʾ a logician and a mathematician no less than a natural 
philosopher and a metaph\sician the $vicenna /atinus conve\s an image of the 
author much more leaning towards natural philosoph\ and metaph\sics thus 
inÁuencing the view of $vicenna that :estern scholarship has had since then. 
2f the three parts of the əifāʾ translated into /atin the data regarding the 
manuscript dissemination document a wider diffusion of natural philosoph\ 
and metaph\sics with respect to logic : the LoJica of $vicenna counts  /atin 
manuscripts much fewer than those of the 'e 0ineralibus (148 mss.) — transmitted 
b\ a large number of testimonia due to the connection of the translation of this 
part of the əifāʾ with the /atin translation of $ristotle·s 0eteoroloJ\ to which it 
was attached — the 'e Anima ( mss.) the 'e Animalibus ( mss.) the 3KilosopKia 
3rima ( mss.) and the Liber primus naturalium ,-,,,. ( mss.). $ much more 
meager manuscript diffusion regards the /atin translation of the 3reface ( 
mss.) ³ namel\ the ,ntroduction to the əifāʾ written b\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ $vicenna·s 
secretar\ and biographer and the 3rologue b\ $vicenna himself ³ and the 
translation of the sections of natural philosoph\ accomplished during the second 
phase ( ms.). The /atin translation of the 3reface despite the interest of this 
preliminar\ section of the əifāʾ counts few testimonia probabl\ because of its 
extrinsic connection with the translation of the part on logic ; the same applies 
to the translations of the sections of natural philosoph\ made available in /atin 
during the second phase because of their production in a philosophical setting in 
which $vicenna·s philosoph\ after the translation of $verroes· commentaries 
had ceased to function as a tool for interpreting $ristotle·s thought for /atin 
readers losing an\ pivotal position in universit\ curricula. Since the largest 
share of extant manuscripts of the most widespread translations has been 
copied between the second half of the ;,,, centur\ and the beginning of the ;,9 
it seems that the ¶long wave· of interest in $vicenna·s philosophical masterpiece 
started dwindling around the middle of the ;,9 centur\ until its resurgence 
with the 5enaissance printings.
,,,) Translators. The /atin translators of the əifāʾ in the first phase of the 
translation activit\ are among the prime exponents of -ewish and /atin 
philosoph\ of the ;,, centur\. There is no need to emphasize the importance 
and significance of figures liNe $braham ,bn Daud ($vendauth in /atin) 
Dominicus *undissalinus $lfred of Sareshel and 0ichael Scot who were not 
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onl\ translators but also commentators and receptors of $vicenna· thought as 
well as original thinNers with a clear-cut intellectual profile and a well-defined 
cultural agenda. ,n the second phase of translation +ermannus $lemannus 
³ the translator of the excerpts of the section on rhetoric ³ certainl\ holds a 
status comparable to that of his predecessors whereas -ohannes *unsalvi and 
Salomon ³ to whom the translation of several sections of the natural philosoph\ 
is ascribed — are for the moment more shadow\ figures.
%oth phases were characterized b\ team-worN at different levels and in 
various degrees. 0ore in particular in both cases the translation activit\ was 
marNed b\ the cooperation of -ewish and &hristian scholars under the patronage 
of ecclesiastic authorities in $ndalusia after the reconTuista. The presence and 
active contribution of the -ewish component in a cultural phenomenon that 
prima facie seems to concern exclusivel\ the transmission of philosoph\ from 
the 0uslim world to the &hristian cultural environment is worth attention : 
rather than linear this process of cultural transmission has to be conceived as 
triangular : ,bn Daud and Salomon on the -ewish side worNed in cooperation 
with respectivel\ *undissalinus and -ohannes *unsalvi and under the patronage 
of churchmen on the &hristian side for the translation into /atin of the worN of a 
0uslim philosopher liNe $vicenna. ,f we tend to consider the -ewish component 
of this process as less relevant than the &hristian one we have also to Neep 
in mind that this impression might Must be a retrospective deformation of the 
historical realit\ due to our present greater familiarit\ with the latter than with 
the former. ,bn Daud in particular was the real promoter and sponsor of the first 
and fundamental ¶$vicenna /atinus proMect· in the 0iddle $ges. ,n other words 
the /atin translations of $vicenna·s əifāʾ are the result of the Moint efforts of 
distinct scholars that in some cases were unaware of each other for geographical 
or historical reasons but that in fact constitute in nuce a ¶communit\ of learning· 
and a small intercultural and cross-confessional ¶translation movement· within 
the larger frameworN of the transfer of Nnowledge from $rabic into /atin. Thus 
the /atin translations of the əifāʾ put us in front of a glaring example of fruitful 
cultural interaction capable of coexisting with and in a wa\ also of countering 
the fier\ competition that tooN place at the same time on the religious political 
and militar\ side. The translations under consideration show that the so-called 
¶darN 0iddle $ges· of the $rab conTuest and of the &rusades are also at the same 
time the ¶bright 0iddle $ges· of the transfer of culture from 0uslim lands b\ 
means of -ewish scholars into European universities and of the circulation of 
Nnowledge among intellectual communities of different creeds and religious 
affiliations across the shores of the 0editerranean Sea.
,9) &ontext. ,f we enlarge the perspective and set the event under 
consideration in the larger context of the translation movement from $rabic 
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into /atin to which it belongs we notice some interesting facts which are also 
guidelines for future research. )irst the əifāʾ is the onl\ philosophical worN b\ 
$vicenna s\stematicall\ translated into /atin during the 0iddle $ges : among 
the other $vicennian summae of philosoph\ onl\ some Tuotations or fragments 
of the .itāb al-Iɐārāt Za-l-7anbīKāt (%ooN of 3ointers and 5eminders) and of the .itāb 
al-1aǧāt (%ooN of tKe 6alvation) are preserved in the 3uJio Fidei of the Dominican 
5amon 0artu in the ;,,, centur\. This positivel\ documents the Neen perception 
that the /atin translators had of the paramount importance of the əifāʾ within 
$vicenna·s philosophical output and of the particularl\ enhanced 3eripatetic 
character of this summa which was congruent with their search of an all-
encompassing interpretation of $ristotle. 
+owever in a second respect the əifāʾ is in no wa\ the onl\ worN of $vicenna 
translated into /atin in the 0iddle $ges : also the important 4ānūn fī l-ɥibb 
(&anon of 0edicine) and other minor medical worNs b\ $vicenna were made 
available to /atin readers. The &anon was translated b\ *erard of &remona in 
Toledo in the ;,, centur\ in the same place and time of the first phase of the 
translation activit\ concerning the əifāʾ. Thus the two most important Toledan 
schools of translations from $rabic into /atin (the team made b\ ,bn Daud and 
*undissalinus on the one hand and the school of *erard of &remona on the 
other) were engaged almost at the same time in the translation of $vicenna·s 
two masterpieces in philosoph\ and in medicine respectivel\. The two worNs are 
constitutivel\ linNed since the zoolog\ of the former is tributar\ to the anatom\ 
and ph\siolog\ of the latter. The Toledan translators might have caught this 
intimate bond. )or sure the /atin receptions of these two worNs cannot be 
studied separatel\ since one has certainl\ inÁuenced the other in wa\s that 
have still to be explored in detail. 
Third the /atin translations of $vicenna·s worNs are not an isolated case 
since the\ are both preceded and followed b\ man\ other translations of $rabic 
worNs into /atin through which a considerable amount of $rabic philosoph\ 
and science became available to /atin readers. The specific role and peculiar 
interactions of the translations of $vicenna within this larger frameworN 
remain to be studied more closel\. ,n particular the /atin reception of 
$vicenna·s philosoph\ cannot be accuratel\ understood without Neeping into 
consideration the existence and circulation of translations of his ¶summarizer· 
and ¶follower· $lgazel (al-ƞazölƮ d.  of which /atin readers of the ;,, and 
;,,, centuries Nnew onl\ the digest of $vicenna·s philosoph\ entitled 0aTāɓid 
al-Falāsifa Intentions'octrines of tKe 3KilosopKers) and of his ¶enem\· and ¶critic· 
$verroes (,bn 5uɐd d. ). 
)inall\ /atin is not the onl\ medieval language in which $vicenna·s əifāʾ was 
translated. +ebrew and 3ersian translations of the worN are also extant and 
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extensive Tuotations of it in S\riac are preserved. $ s\noptic view of the wa\ 
in which the translations of the əifāʾ in these different languages differ from or 
are similar to one another in terms of extent st\le and impact is also a maMor 
desideratum of future research. This Nind of comparative approach can shed light 
not onl\ on the width of the inÁuence of $vicenna·s masterpiece in philosoph\ 
from 0uslim Spain until ,ndia but also on the intellectual trends at worN in the 
distinct linguistic and cultural environments in which this worN left its marN.
***
There is no need to enter into further detail since most of the sections of the 
əifāʾ translated into /atin will be the obMect of at least one paper in the present 
volume. The order in which the articles are presented is thematic ³ from 
logic through natural philosoph\ to metaph\sics ³ disregarding whether the 
consecutive sections of the əifāʾ taNen into consideration were translated into 
/atin during the first or the second phase of the translation activit\.
 ,n the first contribution )ranooise +udr\ documents the literar\ richness of 
the language emplo\ed b\ the /atin translator of the 0adḫal the first section of 
the logic of the əifāʾ corresponding to 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe. She also endeavors to 
assess the identit\ of the translator of the parts of this translation of uncertain 
authorship : on the basis of the ascription to ,bn Daud of the translation of chapter 
,. attested b\ manuscripts she collects the evidence pointing at this latter as 
the possible translator of the entire 0adḫal. +er findings if compared with the 
alternative opinion of 0. $lonso $lonso (now corroborated b\ the computational 
techniTues emplo\ed b\ Dag 1. +asse) according to which *undissalinus is a 
more liNel\ candidate raise the interesting Tuestion of whether this translation 
might have resulted from some Nind of s\nerg\ between the two. 
%\ examining the manuscript tradition of $vicenna·s 0adḫal and comparing 
fift\-nine witnesses of the $rabic text with the /atin translation Silvia Di 
9incenzo advances the persuasive h\pothesis that there were two different 
recensions of this section of $vicenna·s əifāʾ an earlier one which is preserved 
in eleven manuscripts the /atin translation and the earl\ indirect tradition of 
the worN and might correspond to $vicenna·s first version of the text and a 
later one which she labels versio vulJata. 
1iccolz &aminada enters into the scholarl\ debate about the h\pothesis that 
$lbertus 0agnus might have Nnown alone among all /atin thinNers otherwise 
unattested /atin translations of the second third and fifth section of the logic of 
the əifāʾ a possibilit\ first advanced b\ 0. *rignaschi in the seventies that now 
several scholars see with sNepticism. &aminada confirms that at least in the case 
of the 0aTūlāt (&ateJories) of the əifāʾ *rignaschi·s h\pothesis is hardl\ tenable.
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,n his article 5iccardo Strobino discusses the relationship between chapter 
,,. of $vicenna·s .itāb al-%urKān (%ooN of 'emonstration) and its ;,, centur\ /atin 
translation b\ Dominicus *undissalinus (Á. ca ) famousl\ incorporated b\ 
the latter as an independent section in his own 'e divisione pKilosopKiae. This 
chapter turns out to be extremel\ important on both the philosophical and 
philological ground since it represents the onl\ part of $vicenna·s %urKān 
available in /atin translation. 
*aia &elli and )rpdpriTue :oerther devote their papers to +ermannus 
$lemannus· (Á. ;,,, centur\) $rabic-/atin translation of $ristotle·s 5Ketoric. &elli 
deals primaril\ with two excerpts from the .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba (%ooN of 5Ketoric) of 
$vicenna·s əifāʾ which +ermannus inserted in his translation in order to substitute 
or explain difficult passages of the $ristotelian text. /iNewise :oerther focuses 
on the wa\ in which +ermannus uses Tuotations from )öröbƮ˞s and $verroes˞ 
commentaries in order to provide a general frameworN against which +ermannus· 
use of Tuotations in his translation of $ristotle·s 5Ketoric can be assessed.
,n his article as a prolegomenon to his forthcoming critical edition of the 
third treatise of the /atin translation of Al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīʿī (3K\sics) of $vicenna·s 
əifāʾ -ules -anssens provides a general overview of the translation techniTues 
used therein on the basis of a close scrutin\ of a large sample of passages. ,n 
particular he points out the similarities and the differences between the two 
phases in which this (partial) translation of the first section of the natural 
philosoph\ of the əifāʾ was accomplished.
$lessia $stesiano discusses the wa\ in which in 6amāʿ ɡabīʿī ,,,. $vicenna 
interprets the $ristotelian tenet according to which ever\ motion has an 
end but not a beginning (3K\sics booN 9,). The maMor tasN of the article is to 
clarif\ the most significant passages of this chapter from a doctrinal as well as 
a textual point of view. ,n order to achieve her aim the author examines the 
most ancient witnesses of the manuscript tradition of $vicenna·s 3K\sics man\ 
of which have not been taNen into consideration in the previous editions as 
well as the /atin medieval translation.
The contribution b\ &ristina &erami is devoted to Al-6amāʾ Za-l-ʿālam (2n tKe 
Heaven and tKe 8niverse different from the pseudo-$vicennian 'e &aelo et 0undo) 
the second section of the natural philosoph\ of the əifāʾ. ,n particular the 
author provides a comprehensive stud\ of its structure goals and place within 
the frameworN of $vicenna·s natural philosoph\. The two maMor conclusions 
of the contribution are that without being a standard treatise of cosmolog\ 
$vicenna·s treatise must be seen as a stud\ of the five simple bodies that 
constitute the universe as a whole and that within a broader philosophical and 
historical context $vicenna·s investigation aims at rebuNing a neo-3hiloponian 
trend among his contemporaries.
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%\ taNing as point of departure the contributions b\ -.-0. 0andosio on the 
topic Silvia Di Donato assumes the /atin translation of $vicenna·s Al-0aʿādin Za-
l-Įɠār al-ʿulZi\\a (2n 0inerals and 8pper Impressions) as a privileged observation 
point to single out some characteristic aspects of the reception of $vicenna·s 
libri naturales and in particular of the 0eteoroloJ\ in the /atin :est. The anal\sis 
conducted on this worN highlights that the $vicennian text pla\ed the role of an 
authoritative reference of $ristotelianism.
Elisa 5ubino devotes her contribution to $lfred of Sareshel·s commentar\ 
on $vicenna·s 'e mineralibus which is the last part of his more extensive 
commentar\ on $ristotle·s 0eteoroloJica. The glosses that constitute this 
commentar\ identified b\ -ames .. 2tte in  have remained unedited until 
toda\. This contribution fills this gap in scholarship b\ offering the first edition 
of the $lfredian glosses on 'e mineralibus which represent together with the 
commented text ('e mineralibus) an important step in the scientific stud\ of 
mineralog\ in the 0iddle $ges.
 ,n his article Tommaso $lpina reconstructs the textual and editorial 
vicissitudes of chapters - of $vicenna·s medical treatise 0aTāla fī l-adZi\a al-
Talbi\\a (2n &ardiac 5emedies 'e medicinis cordialibus in the Latin translation) that 
al-ƜɫzƏönƮ inserted between the end of the fourth treatise and the beginning of 
the fifth treatise of $vicenna·s .itāb al-1afs (%ooN of tKe 6oul). ,n particular $lpina 
detects the reason wh\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ inserted this excerpt in this precise place of 
the %ooN of tKe 6oul in the necessit\ of providing the brief outline of $vicenna·s 
theor\ of emotions in 1afs ,9. with its medical bacNground. )urthermore 
$lpina provides a close scrutin\ of the $rabic textual tradition of this insertion 
and investigates its relation to the /atin manuscript tradition preserving the 
%ooN of tKe 6oul b\ which the insertion is unanimousl\ attested. 
The contribution b\ $afNe 0. ,. van 2ppenraa\ provides an overview of the 
status Tuaestionis and the current research agenda of 0ichael Scot·s $rabic-/atin 
translation of $vicenna·s .itāb al-Ʃa\aZān (%ooN of Animals Liber de animalibus in 
the /atin translation) the eighth section of the natural philosoph\ of the əifāʾ. 
)irstl\ the author summarizes what has been alread\ ascertained about this 
worN and its author. Secondl\ she offers a surve\ of the manuscript tradition 
and dissemination of this translation and provides the proemium of the /atin 
translation as a sample of her forthcoming edition.
5diger $rnzen anal\zes the phenomenon of double translations (leoons 
doubles) in medieval *raeco-/atin and $rabic-/atin translations. ,n the first part 
of the article the author deals in general with the nature and the correct wa\ 
of understanding this phenomenon in $rabic-/atin translations as well as with 
recent attempts at historical and philological explanations of its emergence. ,n 
the second part he examines various t\pes of double translations in the /atin 
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version of $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt ([6cience of] 'ivine 7KinJs) i.e. the metaph\sics of 
the əifāʾ and provides some observations on their different causes.
The article b\ $lfonso 4uartucci focuses on the original notion of ¶first subMect 
of science· which $vicenna elaborated in connection with the epistemological 
structure of metaph\sics and on its deep inÁuence on /atin medieval philosoph\. 
,n the first part of the article the author determines the exact meaning of the 
expression al-maZŐūʿ al-aZZal (first subMect) as it is emplo\ed in IlāKi\\āt ,.-. ,n 
the second part the /atin reception of the $vicennian notion is investigated b\ 
taNing into account the /atin translation of $vicenna·s worN in order to explain 
how and to which extent /atin authors could and actuall\ did understand the 
$vicennian notion of ¶first subMect·.
$mos %ertolacci anal\zes the evidence available in $rabic sources that 
supports the h\pothesis according to which the medieval /atin translation of 
the metaph\sics of $vicenna·s əifāʾ is rooted in its $rabic bacNground when it 
conve\s an account of treatise 9 of the worN (called ¶9ersio /atina·) alternative 
to the one that can be found in the maMorit\ of codices and in current printings 
(¶9ersio 9ulgata·). The author argues that the ¶9ersio /atina· is more ancient 
than the ¶9ersio 9ulgata· and conclusivel\ discusses the main issues that future 
research is asNed to address in order to corroborate the h\pothesis of a multiple 
recension of the IlāKi\\āt.
1icola 3olloni devotes his article to the anal\sis of the peculiarities of 
Dominicus *undissalinus· reading and use of $vicenna·s writings in his original 
worNs. This article points out that *undissalinus grounds his own speculation 
upon a structural bond with Ne\-doctrines of the 3ersian philosopher as 
expressed in the /atin translation of the əifāʾ. ,n particular he stresses that 
$vicenna·s ps\cholog\ epistemolog\ and metaph\sics provide *undissalinus 
with a different set of answers to at least two main Tuestions i.e. the problem 
of creatural existence and cosmological causation and the necessit\ of a new 
s\stem of Nnowledge.
/astl\ the article b\ ,vana 3anzeca presents a preliminar\ stud\ of the attested 
3ersian translations of the metaph\sics of the əifāʾ which have been carried out 
within the context of the Safavid cultural 5enaissance (;/;9,-;,,/;9,,,).
The t\pe of anal\sis proposed in the single articles is uneven depending 
on the availabilit\ or lacN thereof of a more or less trustworth\ text of the 
translations under consideration in the critical editions of the $vicenna /atinus 
series or in 5enaissance printings liNe the one published in 9enice in  and 
later publications and on the ensuing richness or scarceness of previous scholarl\ 
research. Thus some contributions can rel\ on a greater amount of previous 
studies which the\ evaluate criticall\ or update with new discoveries whereas 
others are real pioneering incursions into almost unexplored research avenues. 
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/iNewise some articles face the /atin translation of a particular section of the 
əifāʾ e[ professo whereas others use the /atin translation as evidential basis to 
unravel philological or doctrinal issues. The volume remains significantl\ ¶open· 
at both its ends ³ with an initial investigation of the literar\ and philosophical 
bacNground of the translation of the 0adḫal and a final anal\sis of the impact of 
$vicenna·s philosoph\ on the original worNs of one of its /atin translators and 
earliest recipients (*undissalinus) as well as of the first step of the circulation of 
his metaph\sics in ,ranian culture b\ means of 3ersian translations ³ to signif\ 
its nature of starting-point of a wider and deeper research. 
:e wish conclusivel\ to thanN the participants at the conference whose 
papers are not published here : *horban ʿ$li 3ourmarMan (former Director of 
the ,stituto &ulturale dell·,ran in 5ome) and the professors &harles %urnett 
Dag 1. +asse -ean-0arc 0andosio and 0arwan 5ashed. :e are also grateful 
to the scholars who Nindl\ accepted to chair the conference sessions especiall\ 
0aroun $ouad and 0ohammad -. Esmaeili. 2ur gratitude goes also to 0aria 
Scermino and to the staff of the Scuola 1ormale Superiore in 3isa for their help 
in the organization of the meeting and to 0ario %ertagna for the editing of the 
volume and the preparation of the indices. $ ver\ special thought goes to the 
regretted 0auro =onta who had Nindl\ accepted to publish in the present issue 
a contribution on the +ebrew translations of the əifāʾ. $ specimen of =onta·s 
outstanding scholarship which will continue to nourish our understanding of 
the field of $rabic-,slamic and +ebrew--ewish studies for the decades to come 
would have greatl\ enriched the content of the present volume and substantiall\ 
raised its level. Events have tragicall\ decided otherwise : our sincere esteem 





La traduction latine de la Logica Avicennae et son auteur
Ayant longtemps travaillé à l’édition critique de la Logica Avicennae1 que 
m·avaient confipe 0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\ et Simone 9an 5iet Me voudrais 
examiner la place et la Tualitp de son traducteur arabo-latin appelp $vendauth.
La Logica Avicennae est la traduction latine faite au XIIe siqcle j Tolqde du 
commentaire du philosophe arabe $vicenne (ca. -) sur l·Isagoge de 
3orph\re philosophe de langue grecTue du IIIe siqcle. &e texte arabe (al-Madḫal) 
est le premier de l’encyclopédie d’Avicenne intitulée .itāb al-əifāʾ ou Livre de la 
Guérison (en anglais The Cure). ,l en ouvre la section logiTue (al-0anɡiT). 
Au milieu du XIIe siqcle naTuit j Tolqde le proMet de faire une traduction 
latine de cette enc\cloppdie philosophiTue arabe du əifāʾ entier. 2n en trouve la 
proposition sous la plume de ce personnage appelp chez les /atins $vendauth Tui 
se Tualifie spontanpment de Israelita dans la brqve missive offrant la traduction 
de la Logica j l·archevrTue de Tolqde puis de Israelita philosophus dans la dédicace 
de la traduction du De anima d·$vicenne expcutpe plus tard conMointement avec 
Dominique Gundisalvi2. 
/·intpressante suggestion dqs  de 0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\ de voir 
dans ce personnage le philosophe Muif de langue arabe contemporain $braham 
,bn Daud ou %en David +alevi (c. -) trouve enfin auMourd·hui une 
confirmation scientifiTuement valable dans le domaine des mathpmatiTues 
pratiTues de langue arabe ptudipes j la cathpdrale de Tolqde. 
*ad )reudenthal dans un article rpcapitulatif passe en revue les progrqs 
accomplis ces derniqres annpes MusTu·j ce « decisive progress allowing us 
to consider the identit\ as definitel\ demonstrated ». En s’appuyant sur les 
1 Logica Avicennae. Traduction latine mpdipvale de Avicenne aɐ-əifāʾ, al-Madkhal. Édition critique 
annotée accompagnée d·une recherche des sources grecTues par ). Hudry 3aris editions 9rin 
coll. Sic et 1on (j paravtre).
2 9oir les textes infra pp.  et . 
 0.-T. d’Alverny Avendauth ? in Homenaje a Millas-Vallicrosa , &onseMo Superior de 
,nvestigaciones &ienttficas %arcelona  pp. - repr. in eAd. Avicenne en Occident 9rin 
3aris  nviii.
 *. FreudentHAl AbraKam Ibn 'aud AvendautK 'ominicus *undissalinus and 3ractical 0atKematics 
in 0id-7ZelftK &entur\ 7oledo « $leph » /  pp. - (). 
« Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » ;;9,,, ()
,SS1 - ³ ,S%1 ----
françoise hudry2
résultats ainsi recueillis et approuvés on peut donc s·autoriser auMourd·hui j 
considprer l·identitp des deux personnages $vendauth et $braham ,bn Daud 
comme reconnue et acTuise.
$braham ,bn Daud vpcut d·abord j &ordoue. &ontraint de Tuitter la ville avec 
ses coreligionnaires j l·arrivpe en $ndalousie de la nouvelle d\nastie almohade 
hostile aux -uifs () ,bn Daud suivit leur exode poussp MusTu·j Tolqde. ,l nous 
en a laissé le récit dans son ouvrage 6efer Ka-4abbalaK ou Livre de la tradition. ,l 
pcrivit un autre ouvrage historiTue une chroniTue d·histoire romaine intitulpe 
=iNKron 'ivre\ 5omi8 Tui comprend un survol d·histoire romaine complptp par 
plusieurs considprations sur l·histoire des *oths en Espagne. /·intention de 
l·auteur semble avoir ptp de renseigner la communautp Muive vivant en pa\s 
chrptien sur l·histoire et la tradition de son environnement. &e Tui pourrait 
indiTuer comme l·a suggprp Shlomo 3inqs9 Tue ,bn Daud utilisa des chroniTues 
historiTues en latin ou en langue romane espagnole ou les deux et Tu·il 
s·intpressait j son environnement chrptien.
Dpsormais installp j Tolqde o il avait reou des /atins le nom d·$vendauth 
il chercha un mpcqne j Tui prpsenter son proMet d·une traduction latine de 
l’encyclopédie d’Avi cenne .itāb al-əifāʾ. 
1ous examinerons successivement $vendauth initiateur de la traduction du 
əifāʾ et $vendauth traducteur de la Logica Avicennae.
 Dans l’article cité supra sont rappelps notamment concernant $vendauth les travaux de 
&. %urnett, Arabic into Latin in tKe 0iddle AJes. The Translators and their Intellectual and Social Context, 
9ariorum $shgate  en particulier : 7Ke &oKerence of tKe Arabic-Latin 7ranslation 3roJramme in 
7oledo in tKe 7ZelftK &entur\ « Science in &ontext »,   pp. - >$rticle 9,,@ ; id. Translating 
from Arabic into Latin  7Keor\ 3ractice and &riticism in S. *. loFts 3. :. rosemAnn eds. Éditer, traduire, 
interpréter  (ssais de mptKodoloJie pKilosopKiTue 3eeters /ouvain   0. ZontA The Jewish Mediation 
in tKe 7ransmission of Arabo-Islamic 6cience and 3KilosopK\ to tKe Latin 0iddle AJes Historical 2vervieZ and 
3erspective of 5esearcK in $. speer /. Wegener eds. :issen ber *renzen  ArabiscKes :issen und lateiniscKes 
Mittelalter :alter de *ru\ter %erlin  pp. -  $. BertolAcci A &ommunit\ of 7ranslators : The 
Latin 0edieval 9ersions of Avicenna’s %ooN of tKe &ure in &. -. meWs -. 1. crossley eds. &ommunities of 
Learning  1etZorNs and tKe 6KapinJ of Intellectual Identit\ in (urope - %repols Turnhout  
(Europa Sacra vol. ) pp. -  <. scHWArtZ 'ie 5ezeption pKilosopKiscKer 6cKriften aus dem -udentum 
in 3. scHultHess ed. *rundriss der *escKicKte der 3KilosopKie 5eiKe 0ittelalter  -aKrKundert (j paravtre).
 5. FontAine, AbraKam Ibn 'aud in E. 1. ZAltA ed. 7Ke 6tanford (nc\clopedia of 3KilosopK\ (Spring 
 Ed.) 85/ http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr/entries/abraham-daud/.
 *. D. coHen A critical (dition ZitK a 7ranslation and 1otes of 7Ke %ooN of 7radition (6efer Ha-
4abbalaK b\ AbraKam ibn 'aud The -ewish 3ublication Societ\ of $merica 3hiladelphia  
pp. -. -e remercie 0adame &olette Sirat de m·avoir communiTup ce texte.
8 .. veHloW AbraKam Ibn 'aud’s Dorot ʿOlam (*enerations of the $ges). A Critical Edition and 
7ranslation of =iNhron Divre\ 5omi, Divre\ 0alNhe\ ,sra·el and the 0idrash on =echariah %rill 
/eiden - %oston .
9 S. pines 6cKolasticism after 7Komas ATuinas and tKe 7eacKinJs of Hasdai &rescas and Kis 3redecessors 
« 3roceedings of the ,srael $cadem\ of Sciences and +umanities » vol. , n ,srael $cadem\ of 
Sciences and +umanities -erusalem  pp. -. -e remercie vivement 0adame &olette Sirat 
de m·avoir pgalement communiTup ce texte.
la traduction latine de la logica avicennae et son auteur 
i. AvendAutH initiAteur de lA trAduction du Šifāʾ
,l faut reprendre le texte de la courte lettre latine sans adresse Tui se trouve 
placpe en trte de la traduction de la Logica Avicennae :
« 9erba $vendeuth ,sraelitae10
Studiosam animam vestram ad appetitum translationis libri Avicennae quem 
$sschiphe id est Sufficientiam nuncupavit invitare cupiens Tuaedam capitula 
intentionum universalium Tuae negotio logico praeposuit in principio istius 
libri Dominationi vestrae curavi in latinum eloTuium ex arabico transmutare. 
Tamen Tuia in plerisTue codicibus in principio libri totius prologus cuiusdam 
discipuli ipsius invenitur appositus ex Tuo plura colligi possunt tam de vita 
Tuam de scriptis praefati viri ipsum TuoTue transfundere duxi cum capitulis 
memoratis. 4ui sic incipit« ». 
« 3aroles de l·,sraplite $vendauth
Dpsireux d·pveiller votre kme zplpe j l·envie d·une traduction du livre d·$vicenne 
qu’il a intitulé al-əifāʾ c·est-j-dire 6ufficientia M·ai pris soin de convertir d·arabe 
en langue latine pour votre Seigneurie certains chapitres sur les notions des 
universaux Tu·il a placps en trte de la section logiTue au commencement de cet 
ouvrage. &ependant puisTue dans la plupart des manuscrits on trouve au dpbut 
de l’ensemble de l’ouvrage le prologue d’un disciple qui permet de recueillir 
plusieurs renseignements tant sur la vie Tue sur les pcrits de cet auteur M·ai pensp 
le faire passer lui aussi d·une langue dans l·autre avec les chapitres mentionnps. 
,l commence ainsi... ». 
En relisant ce court texte on constate Tu·il n·est ni une dpdicace j l·archevr-
Tue de Tolqde ni un prologue du əifāʾ puisqu’il n’a pas Avicenne pour auteur et 
Tu·il n·envisage pas globalement le contenu de l·ouvrage. 
&·est une simple lettre j « votre Seigneurie » pour lui présenter à titre 
d·pchantillon la traduction latine d·un texte du əifāʾ afin de lui montrer l·intprrt 
Tu·en offrirait une traduction complqte. /es mots Tuaedam capitula intentionum 
universalium Tuae neJotio loJico praeposuit in principio istius libri « certains 
chapitres sur les notions des universaux Tu·il $vicenne! a placps en trte de 
10 D·aprqs le ms. &ittj del 9aticano 9aticanus latinus  (8) fol. r. /e texte est aussi 
conservp dans le ms. %rugge StedeliMNe 2penbare %ibliotheeN  (%) fol. v base de l·pdition de 
$. BirkenmAjer Avicennas 9orrede zum /iber Sufficientiae und 5oJer %acon « Revue néoscolastique de 
philosophie »   pp. - (-) repr. in etudes d’Kistoire des sciences et de la pKilosopKie 
du 0o\en-AJe =aNlad 1arodow\ ,mienia 2ssolinsNich :rocǔaw - :arszawa - .raNyw  (Studia 
copernicana ) pp. - (-). /e titre trop rapide de l·pdition %irNenmaMer a nui j l·identifi-
cation prpcise du texte.
françoise hudry
la section logiTue au commencement de cet ouvrage le əifāʾ! » désignent le 
commentaire du philosophe arabe sur l·Isagoge de 3orph\re. ,ls ne reprpsentent 
Tu·un Tuinziqme environ de sa LoJiTue et sont distincts du prologue du disciple 
dont parle ensuite $vendauth. ,l n·\ a plus j hpsiter sur le sens du mot universalia 
puisTue dans la traduction mrme d·$vicenne il est utilisp pour dpsigner l·Isagoge 
de 3orph\re : « +ae sunt communitates et differentiae et vulgatae Tuas 
posuit Tui de hiis TuinTue universalibus primus librum fecit ». Telles sont les 
ressemblances et diffprences d·ailleurs bien connues Tu·a pospes celui Tui le 
premier fit un livre sur ces cinT universaux (Logica Avicennae ,, ).
4uand $vendauth pcrit cette lettre il distingue bien les trois niveaux de 
textes : les capitula c·est-j-dire le commentaire de l·Isagoge proprement dit (al-
Madḫal Tui se situe au dpbut de la section logiTue (negotium logicum) ou al-0anɡiT 
laTuelle se situe elle-mrme au dpbut de l·ouvrage enc\cloppdiTue al-əifāʾ11. Le fait 
qu’il parle de capitula au pluriel repris j la fin du texte par cum capitulis memoratis 
indique bien qu’il s’agit de l’ensemble de l’Isagoge commentpe d·$vicenne puisTue 
l·ouvrage traite en plusieurs chapitres des diffprents universaux.
$vendauth Moint j son envoi la traduction des souvenirs du disciple d·$vicenne 
$bɫ ʿUbayd ʿ$bd al-:öƤid ibn 0uƤammad al-ƜɫzƏönƮ sur sa vie avec son mavtre 
(9erba discipuli) Tui se trouve en trte de l·enc\cloppdie complqte « dans la 
plupart des manuscrits » arabes selon son expression.
/e texte d·$vicenne lui-mrme intitulp 9erba Avicennae Tui porte sur la succession 
de ses pcrits est la traduction du chapitre arabe ,- de la Logica. $vendauth ne le 
mentionne pas sppcialement puisTu·il fait partie des capitula de al-Madḫal bien qu’il 
ait été rédigé plus tard par Avicenne12. ,l constitue un complpment j la biographie 
du mavtre. $vendauth avait ainsi rpuni un dossier fourni sur $vicenne afin de 
renseigner son interlocuteur. 1ous l·appellerons « le dossier d·$vendauth ».
En raison des mots de la lettre Dominationi vestrae « pour votre Seigneurie » le 
destinataire en est l·archevrTue de Tolqde -ean de &astelmoron (-) auTuel 
fut prpsentpe TuelTue temps aprqs la traduction du De anima d·$vicenne par le mrme 
$vendauth associp j DominiTue *undisalvi. ,l faut prendre aussi en considpration le 
ton de cette dédicace et les termes différents utilisés en cette seconde occasion :
11 iBn sīnā, al-əifāʾ al-0anɡiT al-0adḫal, pd. ,. %. madkūr *. ə. Qanawātī 0. Al-Ʃuḍayrī $. ). Al-
Ahwānī $l-0aɡbaʿa al-amƮri\\a /e &aire .
12 D. gutAs Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition Introduction to 5eadinJ Avicenna’s 3KilosopKical 
Works. Second 5evised and Enlarged Edition ,ncluding an ,nventor\ of $vicenna·s $uthentic 
:orNs %rill /eiden - %oston  pp. -. 
 Simone 9an 5iet a bien remarTup la diffprence de ton et de vocabulaire entre ce texte et 
les 9erba AvendautK de la Logica. 0ais elle considqre ceux-ci comme une autre dpdicace Avicenna 
Latinus Liber de Anima seu 6e[tus de naturalibus ,-,,-,,, pd. S. vAn riet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-/eiden 
 p.  n. . /·pdition de la dpdicace du De anima suit dans cette pdition p. - et p. - ; 
d’Alverny Avendauth ? cit. pp. -  &. S. ). Burnett, 6ome &omments on tKe 7ranslatinJ of :orNs from 
Arabic into Latin in tKe 0id-7ZelftK &entur\ « 0iscellanea 0ediaevalia »   pp. -.
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« ,ohanni reverentissimo Toletanae sedis archiepiscopo et <spaniarum primati 
$vendeuth israelita philosophus gratum debitae servitutis obseTuium «! 
iussum vestrum Domine de transferendo libro $vicennae philosophi De anima 
effectui mancipare curavi Tuatinus vestro munere et nostro labore /atinis fieret 
certum« ».
« ­ -ean rpvprendissime archevrTue du siqge de Tolqde et primat des Espagnes 
le philosophe Muif $vendauth en hommage reconnaissant de soumission due ...! 
M·ai pris soin 0onseigneur de transmettre pour effet votre ordre con cernant la 
traduction du livre du philosophe $vicenne 6ur l’kme afin Tue grkce j votre don 
et j notre labeur il devienne clair pour les /atins... ».
&omme il est normal pour la prpsentation d·un ouvrage achevp le ton est 
ici officiel l·adresse solennelle et la conclusion exprimpe en termes de mission 
accomplie :
« +abetis ergo librum vobis praecipiente et me singula verba vulgariter 
proferente et Dominico archidiacono singula in latinum convertente ex arabico 
translatum ».
« 9oici donc le livre traduit de l·arabe grkce j vous Tui le commanditez j moi Tui 
le prononce mot j mot j la faoon populaire et j l·archidiacre DominiTue Tui le 
convertit mot à mot en latin ».
2n a beaucoup rppptp ces prpcisions donnpes par $vendauth sur la mpthode 
conMointe suivie par DominiTue *undisalvi et lui-mrme pour traduire le De 
anima d·$vicenne. ­ force de les rpppter on a fini par ne voir en $vendauth 
qu’un modeste subalterne donnant au latiniste la forme du mot en arabe parlé 
(vulJariter proferente) pour Tue celui-ci trouve le mot latin correspondant. 
Dans la lettre Tue nous avons lue au dpbut (9erba AvendeutK Israelitae 
$vendauth dit pourtant Tu·il a traduit lui-mrme non seulement les chapitres sur 
les universaux c·est-j-dire le commentaire de l·Isagoge, mais aussi les prologues 
en arabe Tue donnent les manuscrits. ,l faut remarTuer en effet avec Silvia Di 
9incenzo la diffprence entre curavi in latinum eloTuium e[ arabico transmutare 
« M·ai pris soin de convertir d·arabe en langue latine » et l’expression utilisée dans la 
dédicace du De anima : effectui mancipare curavi « M·ai pris soin de transmettre pour 
effet » Tui indiTue clairement le recours j un tiers en l·occurrence DominiTue 
Gundisalvi. &omme l·a indiTup 0arie-Thprqse d·$lver n\ $vendauth Moue ici 
 S. di vincenZo Avicenna’s IsaJoJe &Kap I  'e universalibus  6ome 2bservations on tKe Latin 
Translation « Oriens »   pp. - n. .
 1. polloni, (lementi per una bioJrafia di 'ominicus *undisalvi « $rchives d·+istoire Doctrinale 
et /ittpraire du 0o\en-Çge » ($+D/0$)   pp. - (). 
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le r{le principal alors Tue « le latiniste «! est prpsentp comme un acol\te ». 
Et elle souligne ailleurs Tu·il est rare Tue l·arabisant prenne la premiqre place 
dans une pTuipe de traducteurs ce Tui montre l·importance ici du personnage. 
&ependant la recherche latine n·a pas cherchp j le connavtre.
&·est ce mrme philosophe israplite $vendauth18 qui s’est adressé 
prpcpdemment de sa propre autoritp au mrme archevrTue sur un ton beaucoup 
plus simple et plus personnel se prpsentant simplement comme Avendauth 
Israelita et prenant la libertp (invitare cupiens«) de l·encourager j vouloir une 
tra duc tion latine du əifāʾ (ad appetitum translationis) en lui parlant du contenu 
des manuscrits en lui prpsentant un pchantillon de l·ouvrage19. $vendauth/,bn 
Daud a choisi dans la LoJiTue Tui ouvre l·ouvrage enc\cloppdiTue du philosophe 
arabe le commentaire de l·Isagoge de 3orph\re bien connue des /atins grkce j 
%oqce. /es universaux ptaient un suMet de prpdilection des pcoles latines auTuel 
s·intpressait pgalement ,bn Daud. ,l en traite lui-mrme au dpbut de son ouvrage 
Ka-(munaK Ka-5amaK ou La foi sublime de -20.
&ertes l·interprptation traditionnelle dpnie j $vendauth toute connaissance 
du latin. 0ais alors pourTuoi $vendauth dit-il dans les 9erba AvendeutK Israelitae 
Tue nous venons de lire Tue c·est lui Tui a traduit de l·arabe en latin (curavi 
in latinum eloTuium e[ arabico transmutare) j la fois la Logica et le prologue du 
disciple (ipsum TuoTue transfundere du[i cum capitulis memoratis) ? Pour essayer 
de comprendre il faut ici prendre ces paroles au sprieux et considprer les faits. 
La Logica Avicennae nous permet d’examiner deux sortes de textes que les 
manuscrits nous disent traduits par $vendauth : les textes biographiTues donc 
narratifs (9erba discipuli et 9erba Avicennae) prpsentps par les 9erba AvendeutK 
cités21 et un texte philosophiTue prpcis : le chapitre ,- arabe intitulp en latin 
'e universalibus Tue Tuatre manuscrits disent traduit par $vendauth et tirp de 
la LoJiTue (par ex. translatus a %uen 'eut de libro Avicenne de lo\ca ms. D) et un 
autre Tui l·attribue j $vendauth j partir de la 0ptapK\siTue l. 9 d·$vicenne (liber 
AvendeutK de universalibus asumptus e[ Tuinto 0etKapK\sice (sic) Avicenne, ms. 2).
 0.-T. d’Alverny Les traductions j deu[ interprqtes d’arabe en lanJue vernaculaire et de lanJue ver-
naculaire en latin in 7raduction et traducteurs au 0o\en ÇJe &olloTues internationaux du &15S ,5+T 
- mai . editions du &15S 3aris  pp. - () reproduit dans eAd. La transmission 
des te[tes pKilosopKiTues et scientifiTues au 0o\en AJe ed. &. Burnett 9ariorum $shgate  niii.
 0.-T. d’Alverny Les traductions d’Avicenne (0o\en AJe et 5enaissance « Problemi attuali di 
Scienza e di &ultura 4uaderno n ($vicenna nella storia della cultura medievale) » 5ome  
pp. - repr. in eAd. Avicenne en Occident cit. nv p. .
18 Sur le r{le dpterminant d·$vendauth BertolAcci A &ommunit\ of 7ranslators cit. pp. -. 
19 FreudentHAl AbraKam Ibn 'aud AvendautK 'ominicus *undissalinus cit. p. . 
20 5. (alias T. A. 0.) FontAine In 'efence of Judaism : AbraKam Ibn Daoud. Sources and Structure of 
ha-Emunah ha-5amaK 9an Gorcum Assen  (Studia Semitica 1eerlandica) pp. -. L’auteur 
souligne Tue ,bn Daud et *undisalvi se sont intpressps aux mrmes textes ibid pp. -.
21 &f. supra p. . 
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ii. 1. AvendAutH trAducteur des textes nArrAtiFs (Verba discipuli et Verba aVicennae) 
Dans l·h\pothqse o $vendauth/,bn Daud aurait traduit lui-mrme ces textes 
arabes en latin il faut observer les traits principaux de ces traductions. &ar on 
est frappp j leur lecture j la fois par un vocabulaire recherchp inhabituel mais 
bien trouvp et par des maladresses. 
La tradition manuscrite de la Logica Avicennae nous montre qu’il n’y eut 
Tue deux manuscrits connus de l·ensemble du « dossier d·$vendauth » : &ittj 
del 9aticano 9aticanus latinus  (8) fol. r et %rugge StedeliMNe 2penbare 
%ibliotheeN  (%) fol. v tous deux du XIIIes. Eux seuls nous ont transmis les 
textes préliminaires que sont les 9erba AvendeutK Israelitae écrits directement 
en latin et les 9erba discipuli Avicennae et 9erba Avicennae traduits de l·arabe22. 
0alheureusement les circonstances codicologiTues de leur transcription ont 
suscitp bien des difficultps Tui ont nui j l·importance de ces deux manuscrits.
a) /·intitulp d·$vicenne
En considprant la traduction des deux premiers textes arabes on note 
dqs le dpbut le soin du traducteur dans le choix des mots latins. $insi le titre 
usuel d’Avicenne al-ɐa\ḫ al-raʾīs est exactement rendu dans les deux textes par 
grandaevus princeps avec le sens d·autoritp plus Tue d·kge donnp au mot ¶ancien· 
al-ɐa\ḫ. 2n ne retrouve pas semble-t-il cet adMectif grandaevus dans les autres 
intitulés d’Avicenne. /·adMectif n·est pas rare en latin mpdipval mais il est 
ici particuliqrement bien choisi. Grandaevus chargp d·ans est en effet un mot 
noble appliTup par 9irgile dans les *porJiTues à l’antique dieu de la mer Nérée. 
&elui-ci contrairement j bien des dieux antiTues dont on souligne volontiers 
les mpfaits a une rpputation de sagesse et de Mustice. ,l rpunit donc comme il 
convient les notions d·anciennetp et de respect. Dans sa traduction du Canon 
d·$vi cenne *prard de &rpmone utilise le mot banal senex, vieillard. 
22 Edition des trois textes d·aprqs % par BirkenmAjer Avicennas 9orrede zum /iber Sufficientiae 
und 5oJer %acon cit. pp. -. 
 &f. « /a Tradition manuscrite de la Logica Avicennae » dans l’édition critique de la Logica 
Avicennae j paravtre.
 A. BertolAcci Albert tKe *reat and tKe 3reface of Avicenna’s .itāb al-əifāʾ, in j. jAnssens D. de smet 
eds. Avicenna and his Heritage. $cts of the ,nternational &olloTuium /euven - /ouvain-la-1euve 
September -  /euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  p.  n. .
 virgile Georg. ,9 . 
 m.-t. d’Alverny, 6urvivance et renaissance d’Avicenne j 9enise et j 3adoue in A. pertusi ed. 
9enezia e l’2riente fra tardo 0edioevo e 5inascimento Sansoni )lorence  p.  repr. dans Avicenne 
en Occident cit. n xv. 
françoise hudry8
b) /es 9erba discipuli Avicennae 
Dans les 9erba discipuli Avicennae ()28 le disciple parlant de la grande 
rpputation d·$vicenne vu son kge prpcise Tu·il n·avait pas encore dppassp l·kge 
de la Meunesse : et iuvenis e[istens Tui nundum aetatem e[pleverat iuventutis. 0ais le 
traducteur s·adapte j ses lecteurs latins en aMoutant l·usage latin selon leTuel le 
terme iuvenis s·appliTue MusTu·j  ans29 : utpote Tui nundum annum attiJerat vitae 
xl « comme il est naturel à quelqu’un qui n’avait pas encore atteint l’année de 
ses  ans » alors Tue le texte arabe ne parle Tue de deux dpcennies. 
4uand le disciple rapporte les difficultps d·$vicenne avec ses manuscrits 
perdus dispersps ou pillps on observe un recours fréquent du traducteur au 
vocabulaire de &icpron (). /es emprunts ne portent pas seulement sur des 
mots gpnpraux comme dissipatio dispersion perturbatio dpsordre mais aussi 
sur ceux Tue l·on trouve plus particuliqrement dans les discours de &icpron In 
Verrem contre 9errqs le pilleur de la Sicile comme direptio pillage ou des mots 
secondaires comme usTue TuaTue en tout lieu callide habilement etc. 
Le mot rare taediosus Tue l·on voit ici (Tuae utiTue occupatio miKi dampnosa 
extitit et etiam ei non minime taediosa) apparavt dans les &onfessiones ,9   de 
s. $ugustin. 1ous verrons d·autres emprunts j la mrme partie de cet ouvrage.
Le traducteur ne veut pas encombrer son texte destiné aux Latins avec ce qui 
est sppcifiTue j l·arabe comme les invocations pieuses. /a formule arabe signifiant 
la mort du roi əams al-Dawla Tui changea les plans d·$vicenne est remplacpe par 
l’évocation latine de la roue de la Fortune : Nam rota Fortunae revoluta regem illum e 
medio evocavit () « car la roue de la Fortune ayant tourné rappela ce roi du milieu 
du monde » image du discours de &icpron In 3isonem o elle ne s·appliTue pas j la 
mort. /es mots occultatio action de se cacher et moleste ferentes supportant avec 
peine () renvoient aux Lettres à Atticus du mrme &icpron. 
Dans la phrase suivante le mot inhabituel ingeniatus surprend. 0ais on le re-
trouve accompagnp comme ici d·un adverbe (ici callide, de faoon ruspe habile 
chez 3laute lepide, de faoon aimable) dans le Miles gloriosus pour décrire le 
naturel d·un personnage.
 Ed. BirkenmAjer Avicennas 9orrede zum /iber Sufficientiae und 5oJer %acon cit. pp. -.
28 3ar commoditp les numpros des paragraphes sont repris de la traduction anglaise de ces 
textes à partir de l’arabe dans gutAs Avicenna cit. supra n.  pp. -. 
29 Thesaurus linguae latinae 9,,  /eipzig  col. . 
 gutAs Avicenna cit. p.  note c.
 cicéron In Verr.    etc. 
 cicéron In Verr.    callide passim.
 gutAs Avicenna cit. p.  note i. &ette phrase diffqre du texte arabe.
 cicéron In 3isonem  .
 cicéron Epistulae ad Atticum ,;   et ;,,,  .
 plAute, Miles gloriosus . 
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Dans la phrase « eius detentores ad cor redeuntes absolverunt ipsum » () 
l’expression ad cor redeuntes absente du texte arabe retient particuliqrement 
l·attention. Elle vient en effet originellement de la traduction latine de la %ible en 
,sawe   : 5edite praevaricatores ad cor verset Tui se trouve citp par s. Augustin 
dans ses &onfessiones (,9  ). Elle rppond ainsi tout j fait j la Tuestion pospe 
par le savant Shlomo 3inqs à propos de Ibn Daud : si l’on s’accorde pour 
attribuer j l·inÁuence d·$vendauth sur *undisalvi les ressemblances entre les 
pcrits de ces deux auteurs ne peut-on trouver aussi j l·inverse dans les pcrits 
d·$braham ,bn Daud des recours aux pcrits chrptiens ? 
2n relqve aussi suffultus soutenu ( « solo sui cordis repositorio suffultus ») 
mot du De natura rerum de /ucrqce Tui sera repris au chapitre ,- () de la 
Logica. 5epositorium coffre armoire est en revanche un mot mpdipval. 
c) /es 9erba Avicennae (,-)
Dans les 9erba Avicennae () l·expression patula falsitas l·erreur largement 
ptalpe frappe par la prpsence du mot patulus Tue l·on connavt au premier vers 
des %ucoliTues de 9irgile o il dpsigne la ramure largement ptalpe d·un hrtre j 
l·ombre duTuel se repose le berger Tit\re. Dans le De oratore de &icpron le mot 
est aussi appliqué à un arbre. ,ci il est Moint j falsitas Tu·$ugustin au mrme 
livre des &onfessiones (,9  ) oppose j veritas j propos de l·inÁuence sur lui 
des Catégories d·$ristote. 
&e changement de registre suggqre une maladresse mais en rpalitp 
l’emploi du mot patulus rpservp aux arbres entre dans la mptaphore suivie par 
$vicenne prpsentant son ouvrage comme un arbre avec dans la suite du texte 
la medulla les radices la spatiosa ramorum explicatio et la protensio radicum. À ce 
propos on constate une nette divergence entre le texte d·$vicenne transmis 
par les manuscrits de la Logica Avicennae et celui de l·pdition officielle du &aire 
divergence Tui demande une recherche particuliqre.
 &omme pour grandaevus on observe chez le traducteur $vendauth un vif 
souci de l·exactitude des mots choisis.
3lus loin () dans in scientia loJices cui Kaec cordi fuerit « dans la science de la 
logiTue pour Tui l·aura eue j c±ur » cordi esse alicui est une expression latine de 
&icpron tout j fait classiTue.
 pines 6cKolasticism after 7Komas ATuinas cit. pp. - et .
 Lucrèce, De natura rerum ,9  et .
 Ed. BirkenmAjer Avicennas 9orrede zum /iber Sufficientiae und 5oJer %acon cit. n.  pp. -.
 cicéron De oratore   (platanus platane) ; virgile %ucoliTues ,  (fagus hrtre).
 S. di vincenZo Is there a versio vulgata of Avicenna’s .itöb al-əifö· " 2n tKe K\potKesis of a double 
recension of .itöb al-0adḫal dans ce volume.
 cicéron Orator,  ; Epistula ad Atticum 9   etc. 0anuscrits donnant ce texte dans gutAs 
Avicenna cit. p.  note e  Silvia Di 9incenzo \ aMoute le manuscrit /eiden 2r.  f.  di vincenZo 
Avicenna’s Isagoge &Kap I  De universalibus cit. p.  n. .
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0ais j la fin de ce passage des 9erba Avicennae () le latin ne correspond 
plus du tout à l’arabe :
« « secundum id Tuod exigit opinio pura non observando limitem aut partem 
ad Tuam determinant participes in arte neTue conformidando a suarum ictibus 
lancearum hoc Tuod fuit in aliis formidatum » 
(traduction franoaise) « « selon ce Tu·exige une opinion sincqre Tui ne tient pas 
compte de la voie ni du parti Tue suivent les collqgues dans la discipline et ne 
redoute pas des coups de leurs lances ce qui le fut en d’autres cas »
alors que l’arabe dit (traduction anglaise) : 
« « as reTuired b\ an unbiased view which neither taNes into account the views of 
colleagues in the discipline nor taNes precautions here against creating schisms 
among them as is done elsewhere ».
Tandis Tue l·arabe parle de prpcautions contre la crpation de schismes 
parmi les collqgues le latin parle de crainte des coups de leurs lances. ,l \ a 
lj une pvidente transposition du traducteur arabo-latin $vendauth. $vicenne 
parle de ne pas pviter ici de crper des schismes parmi les collqgues comme on 
le fait ailleurs. $vendauth prend j dessein une autre image car pour les /atins 
« crper un schisme » est une pnormitp scandaleuse Tui se situe au plan religieux. 
/·analogie avec les tournois de chevaliers du XIIe siqcle europpen ramqnera la 
Tuestion j un niveau plus ordinaire. /e dpbut de l’Çne d’or d’Apulée fournit l’idée 
de crainte (formido) associpe j l·image de la lance (lancea) : 
« DeniTue mihi TuoTue non parvam incussisti sollicitudinem immo vero 
formidinem iniecto non scrupulo sed lancea ». 
« au point Tu·j moi aussi tu as inspirp une forte inTuiptude pour ne pas dire de la 
crainte («) comme si tu m·avais enfoncp non une pcharde mais la pointe d·une 
lance ». 
3ar cette image le traducteur suggqre Tu·$vicenne ne prend pas ces 
dissensions bien au sprieux mais plut{t comme un Meu. /·usage des analogies est 
 gutAs Avicenna cit. p.  . Texte arabe et traduction anglaise dans BertolAcci Albert tKe 
*reat and tKe 3reface cit. p.  et n. .
 gutAs Avicenna cit. p.  et n. .
 Apulée Métamorphoses ou l’Çne d’or , . 
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de fait un trait de style de Ibn Daud. /e texte latin de ces prologues du əifāʾ a 
ptp lu et citp j plusieurs reprises par le philosophe anglais 5oger %acon (ca.-
) Tui les considprait comme l·exacte penspe d·$vicenne. /e fait Tue 5oger 
Bacon reprenne si souvent l’analogie des ictus lancearum contradicentium montre 
Tu·il avait bien sous les \eux la traduction d·$vendauth/,bn Daud puisTue c·est 
lui qui y a introduit cette analogie du tournoi.
En avanoant dans le texte on trouve ensuite un point de traduction Tui 
demeure obscur. ,l pourrait indiTuer cependant Tue le traducteur sans rtre un 
/atin connaissait le grec. ­ la fin des 9erba Avicennae () pour rendre l·arabe 
maǧmaǧa dptour il aurait forgp j l·aide du grec le mot c\cliubacio (lit tp ralement 
« marche en rond »). &e mot abrpgp se lit dans le manuscrit de %ruges (%) au-
dessus de la ligne pcrit d·une encre trqs pkle sinon j la pointe d·argent. Le 
texte en U et B dit t\rub}. 1e comprenant pas ce mot le correcteur %c a prpfprp 
traduire ici la variante arabe bien attestée ǧamǧama hpsitation en lisant 
t\tubacio (avec l·\ du mot forgp) devenu titubatio
­ la fin de sa prpsentation () $vicenne pose les diffprences entre ses deux 
ouvrages le əifāʾ et la 3KilosopKie orientale Dans la traduction latine le premier 
est dit d·une grande simplicitp (planities multa) tenant compte des opinions des 
collqgues  et malgrp cela (tamen il a une sorte de vive clartp ptincelante Tui si le 
lecteur l·a bien comprise lui permettra d·excuser l·ouvrage de cette simplicitp.
 
« 4ui ergo voluerit veritatem secundum viam in Tua est aliTua declaratio versus 
participes! et planities multa aliTua tamen Tuasi coruscalis resplendentia quam 
si recte intellexerit per hoc librum excusandum duxerit istum appetat et 
reTuirat ( in fine) ».
 FontAine, AbraKam Ibn 'aud cit. supra n.  chap. .
 0. Bouyges 5oJer %acon a-t-il lu des livres arabes ? « $+D/0$ »   pp. -. /·auteur 
souligne Tue 5oger %acon s·appuie touMours sur le mrme texte d·$vicenne son 3rologue au əifāʾ.
 roger BAcon Opus maius ,,  pd. -. +. Bridges 2xford  vol. , pp. - et BirkenmAjer 
Avicennas 9orrede zum /iber Sufficientiae und 5oJer %acon cit. supra n.  p.  (ou ) ; id. Opus maius 
,,,  pd. Bridges Supplementar\ volume /ondres - Edimbourg - 2xford  p.  et BirkenmAjer 
Avicennas 9orrede zum /iber Sufficientiae und 5oJer %acon cit. p.  (ou ) ; id. Opus tertium c.  pd. 
-. S. BreWer /ondres  p.  ; id. Communia naturalium , pars ,9 dist. ! c.  ed. 5. steele Opera 
Kactenus inedita 5oJeri %acon fasc. ,,, 2xford  pp.   -   ind. dans BirkenmAjer Avicennas 
9orrede zum /iber Sufficientiae und 5oJer %acon cit. p. . &es textes de 5oger %acon sont repris en 
appendice à l’édition des 9erba Avicennae dans l’édition critique de la Logica Avicennae, j paravtre.
 0s. %rugge StedeliMNe 2penbare %ibl.  fol. va. 
 gutAs Avicenna cit. p.  n. i et p. .
 gutAs Avicenna cit. pp. -.
 AliTua tamen Tuasi « e[cusandum du[erit : texte arabe diffprent traduit par « alludes to things 
which had the\ been perceived there would have been no need for the other booN » gutAs 
Avicenna cit. p.   (texte latin non signalp). 
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« Donc celui Tui aura voulu la vpritp selon une mpthode comportant TuelTue 
explication j l·pgard des collqgues! et une grande simplicitp tout en a\ant 
cependant une sorte de vive clartp ptincelante Tui s·il l·a bien comprise lui 
permettra d·en excuser l·ouvrage Tu·il dpsire et recherche ce livre-ci le əifāʾ! ». 
&e sont les mots coruscalis resplendentia Tui expriment cette « vive clarté 
étincelante ». Coruscalis est un hapax du poqte carthaginois du 9e s. Dracontius 
Tu·$vendauth/,bn Daud avait pu lire aprqs son arrivpe j Tolqde. 4uant 
à resplendentia c·est un mot d·$ugustin emplo\p dans l·une de ses lettres 
précisément à propos de la vérité : « Sicut luculentis ingeniis non defit 
resplendentia veritatis » De mrme Tu·aux brillantes intelligences la vive clartp 
de la vpritp ne fait pas dpfaut. 
­ la fin du  s·agissant de TuoadusTue (« TuoadusTue in hac intentione 
librum edam proprium et singularem ») on se demande o $vendauth a trouvp 
ce mot compliTup et rare signifiant MusTu·j ce Tue. 0ais en reprenant saint 
$ugustin pour guide on voit Tue dans la prpface j son De civitate Dei celui-ci cite 
un verset de psaume donnant ce mot : TuoadusTue iustitia convertatur in iudicium 
(3s.  >@ ). 
Si l·on rapproche cette citation d·un psaume de celle du prophqte ,sawe prise 
précédemment aux &onfessions on touche sans doute lj j une mpthode ingpnieuse 
d·$vendauth. De maniqre gpnprale il a souvent recours aux citations bibliTues 
dans la discussion philosophiTue. ,ci il choisit un auteur latin chrptien citant 
souvent l·$ncien Testament saint Augus tin  puis mettant en parallqle certains 
mots latins citps avec le texte bibliTue Tu·il connavt par ailleurs il s·assurerait de 
leur sens exact avant de les emplo\er dans sa propre traduction. 
Il est intéressant de constater que les mots ou images de ces parties narratives 
sont souvent empruntps soit aux grands auteurs latins pawens 3laute /ucrqce 
9irgile et surtout &icpron dans ses ouvrages rhptoriTues (Orator, De oratore 
discours in 9errem in 3isonem) ou ses lettres etc. soit j des pcrivains originaires 
d’Afrique du Nord : $pulpe $ugustin Dracontius etc. &·est peut-rtre lj un bref 
aperou sur la culture latine de lettrps de langue arabe dans l·Espagne du XIIe siqcle. 
 drAcontius Oreste v.  Œuvres t. ,,, La traJpdie d’2reste 3oqmes profanes ,-9 pd. -. BouQuet 
&8) 3aris  pp.  et  n. . /a survie de l·Orestis tragoedia au 0o\en-Çge est peu 
attestpe mais son uniTue manuscrit provient sans doute d·un modqle en pcriture wisigothiTue 
ibid pp. -.
 drAcontius Œuvres t. , pd. &. moussy &. cAmus &8) 3aris  p. .
 S. Augustin Epistula  .
 gutAs Avicenna cit. p. .
 9oir supra p. .
 FontAine, AbraKam Ibn 'aud . cit. supra n. .
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ii. 2 AmBiguïté et évolution de lA métHode de trAduction 
$vendauth n·est pas un traducteur professionnel. 2n s·en aperooit j son souci 
d·adapter le texte d·$vicenne j la comprphension immpdiate des /atins (sens du 
mot iuvenis transposition de l·pvocation d·un schisme suppression des formules 
proprement arabes etc.). Sa mpthode empiriTue de traduction recourant j 
des rpminiscences littpraires ou empruntant le vocabulaire des textes anciens 
suppose un important travail de recherche dans les textes. 0ais elle n·est pas 
touMours soutenue par l·attention j la grammaire et/ou j la s\ntaxe latines. 
$insi par exemple les rqgles d·usage des pronoms rpÁpchis ne sont pas suivies 
la concordance des temps des verbes est souvent npgligpe etc.
­ la suite de cette recherche se pose donc une Tuestion de fond : n·est-ce pas 
prpcispment parce Tue $vendauth ignorait le latin scolaire Tu·il s·est donnp tant 
de peine pour trouver dans les ouvrages latins du passé des expressions et un 
vocabulaire adéquats pour traduire les textes descriptifs accompagnant la Logica ? 
­ cela s·aMouterait une autre motivation pour utiliser des sources latines si 
diverses dans cette traduction. $vendauth/,bn Daud estimait sans doute Tue s·il 
voulait faire reconnavtre la valeur des pcrits d·$vicenne il fallait Tue lui-mrme 
montre connaissance et respect pour la culture latine découverte en Espagne 
et en $friTue du 1ord. 0ontrer j l·plite latine tel l·archevrTue de Tolqde 
Tue l·plite arabophone connaissait les auteurs latins anciens et les apprpciait 
pourrait susciter un rapprochement entre eux j ce niveau. En reprenant une 
expression de *ad )reudenthal on pourrait aMouter Tue ce serait « cohprent avec 
ce Tue nous savons de la proximitp de ,bn Daud avec les classes dirigeantes 
Muives comme non-Muives ». D·o dans la recherche des sources ce mplange 
d·pcrits classiTues ou plus rpcents et de textes chrptiens comme des versets de 
l·$ncien Testament ou des citations de saint $ugustin. /e but d·$vendauth dans 
cette dpmarche ptait surtout d·attirer la s\mpathie de l·arche vrTue pour obtenir 
son soutien dans son proMet de traduction du əifāʾ.
Dans ces conditions faut-il vraiment supposer un latiniste inconnu un 
mystérieux socius Tui aurait pcrit ce texte pour aider notre auteur arabophone ? 
S·il avait existp il se serait trqs probablement exprimp dans un latin plus simple 
et plus naturel. Et il n·aurait pas cherchp des sources si lointaines et si mrlpes 
d·une rpfprence j l·autre. /es affirmations sur la maladresse de ce supposp socius 
traducteur s·expliTuent fort bien si c·est $vendauth lui-mrme Tui a rpalisp la 
 FreudentHAl AbraKam Ibn 'aud AvendautK 'ominicus *undissalinus cit. p.  j propos de 
l·aisance d·$vendauth j l·pgard des autoritps religieuses : « consistent with what we Nnow of ,bn 
Daud·s closeness to the ruling classes both -ewish and non--ewish ».
 &f. d’Alverny, Avicenne en Occident n iii p.   niv p. . 
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traduction de la Logica d·$vicenne et de ses prologues. 2n est en prpsence du 
cas rare d’une traduction latine voulue et réalisée par un auteur arabe en vue 
d·introduire les /atins j la connaissance des philosophes arabes et du premier 
d·entre eux $vicenne.
0ais outre ces diverses difficultps constatpes dans les traductions 
présentées : difficultps de vocabulaire comme de grammaire l·arche vrTue de 
Tolqde ne semble pas avoir ptp intpressp par un commentaire de plus de l·Isagoge 
de 3orph\re contrairement j ce Tu·avait espprp $vendauth. 
3ar contre il le fut vivement j l·idpe d·une traduction du De anima d·$vicenne 
texte dont $vendauth/,bn Daud sut lui prpsenter la nouveautp philosophiTue et 
le prolongement religieux possible dans son prologue à l’ouvrage :
« ,ndignum siTuidem ut illam partem sui Tua est sciens homo nesciat et id per 
Tuod rationalis est ratione ipse non comprehendat ».
« ,l est vraiment indigne Tue l·homme ne connaisse pas cette part de lui-mrme 
d·o lui vient la connaissance et Tu·il n·apprphende pas par la raison ce par Tuoi 
il est un rtre raisonnable ».
Dpsormais convaincu du bien-fondp de l·entreprise propospe par $vendauth 
mais aussi des difficultps de celui-ci j s·exprimer en latin l·archevrTue a cherchp 
TuelTu·un pour l·aider j poursuivre cette importante tkche de traduction. ,l avait 
connu prpcpdemment alors Tu·il ptait lui-mrme pvrTue de Spgovie (-) 
Dominicus *undissalinus attestp dqs mai  comme archidiacre de Spgovie 
(&astille-et-/pon). ,l \ avait dans cette ville probablement beaucoup de -uifs a\ant 
fui l·$ndalousie arabe et l·arabe parlp devait \ rtre frpTuent. *undisalvi dont la 
formation philosophiTue semble avoir ptp pousspe habitup j l·arabe parlp ptait 
donc tout indiqué pour travailler avec l’Israelita philosophus $vendauth/,bn Daud. 
,l faut reconsidprer alors le changement de ton d·$vendauth entre sa 
prpsentation j l·archevrTue de la traduction terminpe de la Logica et celle en 
 de la traduction terminpe du De anima d’Avicenne. /a premiqre est une 
aimable proposition j l·archevrTue comme nous l·avons vu plus haut : 
 Sur ce texte voir S. vegAs gonZáleZ, La 7ransmision de la filosofta en el medioevo cristiano : el pro-
logo de Avendeuth « 5evista Espaxola de )ilosofta 0edieval »,   pp. -.
 polloni (lementi per una bioJrafia di 'ominicus *undisalvi cit. p. . 
 Sur la formation intellectuelle de DominiTue *undisalvi $. FidorA 'ie :issenscKaftstKeorie 
des 'ominicus *undissalinus 9oraussetzunJen und .onseTuenzen des zZeiten AnfanJs der aristoteliscKen 
3KilosopKie im  -aKrKundert $Nademia 9erlag %erlin  (:issensNultur und gesellschaftlicher 
:andel ) pp. - et passim.
 polloni (lementi per una bioJrafia di 'ominicus *undisalvi cit. pp. -.
 &f. supra pp.  et . 
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« Studiosam animam vestram ad appetitum translationis libri Avicennae quem 
$sschiphe id est Sufficientiam nuncupavit invitare cupiens« »
« Dpsireux d·pveiller votre kme zplpe j l·envie d·une traduction du livre d·$vicenne 
qu’il a intitulé al-əifāʾ c·est-j-dire 6ufficientia M·ai pris soin de convertir d·arabe 
en langue latine« »
mais la seconde est l’exécution obéissante d’un ordre de cette autorité :
« $vendeuth israelita philosophus gratum debitae servitutis obseTuium «! 
iussum vestrum Domine de transferendo libro $vicennae philosophi De anima 
effectui mancipare curavi« ».
« /e philosophe Muif $vendauth en hommage reconnaissant de soumission due. 
«! -·ai pris soin 0onseigneur de transmettre pour effet votre ordre con cernant 
la traduction du livre du philosophe $vicenne 6ur l’kme« ».
Les termes employés Jratum debitae servitutis obseTuium iussum vestrum, 
effectui mancipare si opposps j l·amabilitp du propos lors de la prise de contact 
entre $vendauth et l·archevrTue laissent peu de doute. /·archevrTue dpou 
et inquiet à la lecture de la traduction de la Logica, a fait acte d’autorité en 
ordonnant j $vendauth de traduire le second ouvrage le De anima d·$vicenne 
avec l·aide d·un tiers signifip par les mots effectui mancipare donner pour effet. 
&e serait donc entre la prpsentation par $vendauth j l·archevrTue de Tolqde 
de la Logica achevpe et la commande Tu·il en reout de la traduction du De anima 
Tue l·archevrTue supprieur hiprarchiTue de l·archidiacre DominiTue *undisalvi 
les aurait mis en relation afin d·aider $vendauth/,bn Daud. 
&ette chronologie permet de rendre compte des caractqres sppcifiTues de la 
traduction du corps de la Logica. En effet aprqs avoir surmontp les difficultps 
de traduction des textes narratifs, $vendauth avait enchavnp sur la traduction 
des dpveloppements philosophiTues Tui lui ptaient plus familiers. &·est 
donc seulement avec la traduction du De anima d’Avicenne que commence 
la collaboration de $vendauth et de DominiTue *undisalvi. &·est pourTuoi 
$vendauth prpcise dans sa dpdicace de l·ouvrage j l·archevrTue leur mpthode de 
travail en commun inaugurpe j cette occasion. /·insistance donnpe au commun 
recours à une traduction rigoureuse per sinJula verba c·est-j-dire mot j mot : 
« et me singula verba vulgariter proferente et Dominico archidiacono singula in 
latinum  convertente »
 &f. p.  ; tout le texte dans D’Alverny Avendauth ? cit. pp. -.
 AvicennA lAtinus Liber de anima seu 6e[tus de naturalibus ,-,,-,,, pd. cit. pp. -.
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souligne bien la différence avec les précédentes traductions solitaires de la 
Logica Tui procpdaient par des mo\ens dptournps souvent exacts et bien choisis 
certes mais parfois ploignps de l·original arabe et/ou pcrits dans un latin 
incorrect ou correspondant mal au latin mpdipval. /a traduction mot j mot 
permet au contraire de vprifier Tue le mot est compris et de contr{ler les formes 
grammaticales ainsi Tue les dptails. 8ne fois la collaboration bien mise en route 
le travail sera plus facile pour les ouvrages suivants.
iii. AvendAutH trAducteur d’un texte pHilosopHiQue : le cHApitre i-12 ArABe de lA logica, 
intitulé de uniVersalibus.
Dans la traduction des textes philosophiTues il ne s·agit plus pour le 
traducteur de recourir j des rpminiscences littpraires. 3our rendre la penspe 
d·$vicenne Tu·il connavt bien ,bn Daud doit s·attacher j une traduction 
rigoureuse de l·original. /e vocabulaire moins diversifip facilitera la tkche. En 
outre s·agissant de philosophie il n·est plus besoin d·adapter le texte arabe aux 
usages latins.
La traduction du 'e universalibus chapitre arabe ,- Tui rpsume la penspe 
d·$vicenne sur les universaux est pour nous un bon exemple de ce travail. ­ 
Muger par le nombre de ses manuscrits elle fut apprpcipe des /atins. 2n peut en 
partager les dix manuscrits connus en trois groupes : le chapitre a ptp parfois 
isolp (2D2r5S) puis aMoutp j la fin de la Logica (8%&*) ou bien placp j sa Muste 
place dans le texte (9) c·est-j-dire aprqs le chapitre ,- (). 
Sur ces dix manuscrits cinT en attribuent nommpment la traduction j 
$vendauth (8%*D5) et un lui en attribue mrme la rpdaction (2). /es autres 
laissent le texte dans l·anon\mat (&9S2r). 3ar ailleurs trois manuscrits (130) 
omettent le texte lui-mrme. 3our examiner le 'e universalibus dans un ptat assez 
proche de la traduction d·$vendauth il faut consulter le manuscrit 2xford 
Digb\  (2) Tui paravt rtre le meilleur bien Tue son titre soit erronp : 
 2n donne ici la signification des sigles des manuscrits. 2n trouvera leur description au cha-
pitre ,,, de la Tradition manuscrite intitulp « Les manuscrits de la Logica Avicennae » dans l’édi-
tion critique de la Logica Avicennae j paravtre. ³ (2) 2xford %odleian /ibr. Digb\  XIIIes.˓ ; 
(D) DubrovniN %ibl. des Dominicains  (-9-) XIIIes.˓  (2r) 2xford 2riel &ollege  ;,9es.1 (rp-
sump avec extraits)  (5) 5oma %ibl. $ngelica  (&..) XIIIes.˓  (S) 3aris %n) latin  ca. 
1280  (8) &ittj del 9aticano 9atican lat.  XIIIes.˓  (%) % %rugge StedeliMNe 2penbare %ibl.  
XIIIes.˓  (&) &ordoba &abildo  ;,9es.˒ (chapitre entier j la suite d·extraits de l·ouvrage)  (*) 
*raz 8niversitltsbibl.  XIIIes.˓  (9) &ittj del 9aticano 9atican lat.  XIIIes.˓  (1) 1apoli 
%iblioteca 1azionale 9,,,. E.  XIIIes.˓  (3) 3aris %ibliothqTue nationale de )rance latin  fin 
XIIIes.  (0) 2xford 0erton &ollege  ;,9es.˒.
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2xford %odleian /ibrar\ Digb\  (XIIIes.˓) ff. r-v. « Incipit liber 
$vendeuth de universalibus asumptus ex Tuinto 0ethaph\sice (sic) $vicenne » 
(tit. curr. $vendeuth in tabula contentorum saec XIV f v $vendeuth de .9. 
universalibus). $vendauth est ici considprp comme l·auteur de cet ouvrage j 
part Tui serait tirp du l. 9 de la 0ptapK\siTue d·$vicenne.
5elevons TuelTues particularitps de 2 dans l·ordre du texte :
a) « diceretur Tuod uno respectu sunt ante multiplicitatem et alio cum 
multiplicitate et alio post multiplicitatem (om. cett.) ³ pd. 9enise  fol. ra.
$u dpbut du chapitre l·addition propre j 2 et alio post multiplicitatem ne fait 
Tu·achever l·idpe des commentateurs alexandrins de 3orph\re reprise dans la 
phrase « Et fortassis etiam diceretur Tuod uno respectu sunt ante multiplicitatem 
et alio cum multiplicitate et alio post multiplicitatem ». 
b) « una essentia verissime Tuae est animal (verissime en 2D2r5S verissima 
ailleurs) ³ pd.  fol rb. ,ci l·adverbe est plus proche de l·arabe. 
c) « ut ponatur super eam comparatio (en 2 seul) ³ pd.  fol rb. Super 
eam désigne l’animalitas intellecta dont il vient d·rtre Tuestion dans un rappel 
d’Ammonius. 
d) TuelTues lignes plus loin (pd.  fol. rb) le texte souffre d·un saut du 
mrme au mrme Tui remonte probablement trqs t{t dans la transcription arabe :
« Sicut album quod in se est aliquid in intellectu ...! sed Tuod sit homo (lacuna 
in O) praeter illud Tuod intelligitur de illo sed cum seTuitur ad aliud et putatur 
esse unum ». 
,ci le manuscrit 2 (fol. r) est seul j prpsenter une lacune aprqs sed Tuod sit 
homo lj o les autres manuscrits aMoutent vel lapis (est« &ette lacune semble 
 Avicenna latinus. Codices p. - ; m.-T. d’Alverny Avicennisme en Italie in Oriente e Occidente 
nel Medioevo  Filosofia e 6cienze ($ctes du &ongrqs international - avril   $ccademia nazio-
nale dei /incei )ondazione $lessandro 9olta n ) $ccademia nazionale dei /incei 5ome  
repr. in Avicenne en Occident cit. n xvi p. . 
 5pfprence est faite ici j l·pdition 9enise . 2n trouvera l·pdition critiTue du De univer-
salibus j la fin de celle de la Logica Avicennae. -e remercie Silvia Di 9incenzo d·avoir bien voulu 
collationner les mots latins avec l·arabe.
 Ammonius In 3orpK\rii IsaJoJen ed. $. Busse 5eimer %erlin  (CAG ,9. ) pp.   -   ; 
dAvid In 3orpK\rii IsaJoJen ed. $. Busse 5eimer %erlin  (CAG ;9,,,. ) p.  -. 
 &f. Ammonius In 3orpK\rii IsaJoJen ed. Busse p.  -. 
 Texte manTuant j complpter avec 0. E. mArmurA Avicenna’s &Kapter on 8niversals in tKe 
‘IsaJoJe’ of Kis ‘əifāʾ’ in $. T. WelcH 3. cAcHiA eds. Islam  3ast InÁuence and 3resent &KallenJe Edinburgh 
8niversit\ 3ress Edinburgh  p.  : «  >This is aNin to ¶white · which in itself has a concept@ 
that does not reTuire with it the conception that it is a garment or that it is wood. ,f one of these! 
is conceived with it then something to which white attaches has been conceived. Similarl\ ¶one· 
in itself has a concept >that it is a man or a tree however is something extraneous to this concept 
it has that attaches later to its being one@ ... ».
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marTuer le refus du traducteur de rendre le mot signifiant pierre attestp dans 
plusieurs manuscrits arabes mais ne correspondant pas au raisonnement 
d·$vicenne Tue l·ancienne erreur de transcription a altprp. $vicenne donnait 
homme et arbre comme exemples du concept de ¶un· mais par suite du saut 
de texte signalp plus haut les exemples se sont trouvps appliTups j ¶blanc· et 
non j ¶un·. 2n a donc remplacp arbre par pierre pour Tue homme et pierre se 
rapportent j ¶blanc·. 0ais la fin de la phrase retrouvant le concept de ¶un· disparu 
dans l·erreur de transcription la pierre ne convient plus. /e mot arabe signifiant 
pierre n·appartient donc pas au texte d·$vicenne et pour le philosophe ,bn Daud 
il n·a pas j rtre traduit d·o la lacune.
e) 3lus loin le texte dit : 
« Sed secundum Tuod est aliTuid de hiis Tuae pertractat lo\cus genus est logicum ».
Le mot cicéronien pertractat signifiant traiter j fond n·est plus compris. ,l est 
transmis par 2D2r manuscrits issus l·un de l·autre. 0ais ailleurs dans Kiis Tuae 
pertractat le mot est dissocié en per + complément + tractat (eis per Tue tractat 
8%59*S eis per se tractat &).
f) le manuscrit 2 a une variante intpressante dans le passage Tui expliTue 
Tue l·homme est une espqce mais ne peut rtre genre (pd.  fol. rb in fine) :
« +omo enim Tui est species animalis secundum hoc Tuod est animal non 
predicatur de eo cum animalitate generalitas Tuae accidit animalitati neTue 
nomine neTue diffinitione. +ominem enim non oportet fieri genus neTue nomine 
neTue diffinitione secundum Tuod predicatur de illa animalitas sicut debet esse 
animal nature diffinitione et secundum hoc de eo animalitas predicatur ».
« /·homme en effet Tui est une espqce d·animal en tant Tu·il est un animal n·a 
pas pour prpdicat avec l·animalitp la gpnpralitp Tui concerne l·animalitp ni par 
le nom ni par la dpfinition. ,l ne faut pas en effet Tue l·homme devienne genre 
ni par le nom ni par la dpfinition du fait Tue l·animalitp est prpdiTupe de celle-lj 
la gpnpralitp! j la faoon dont il doit rtre animal par la dpfinition de sa nature et 
c’est par là que l’animalité est prédiquée de lui ».
&e passage semble assez clair mrme si l·on n·\ retrouve pas le mot corpus 
figurant dans l·arabe et rendu ici par naturae diffinitione. &ar c·est bien sa 
 di vincenZo Avicenna’s Isagoge &Kap I  cit. p.  n.  (clichp de 2) pp. - et  
(liste des mss. arabes).
 &omparaison avec l·arabe dans di vincenZo Avicenna’s Isagoge &Kap I  cit. pp. - et 
nn.  et . 
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nature corporelle Tui fonde l·animalitp de l·homme. /e manuscrit 2 est le seul 
des manuscrits latins j donner ces formulations alors Tue les autres manuscrits 
reprennent pour la troisiqme fois la formule « nomine et diffinitione ».
g) on relqvera plus loin la traduction en 2 seul (pd. fol. va) :
« id quod est in sapientia conditoris et ad angelos de veritate cogniti et 
comprehensi«  ». 
L’expression conditoris et ad angelos s’oppose à tous les autres manuscrits qui 
donnent creatoris et angelorum la formule chrptienne ou arabe. ,bn Daud Tui 
n·utilise pas touMours le mot ¶crpateur· reprend ici le terme antiTue conditor. 
Et surtout il disMoint la sagesse du crpateur de ce Tu·en connaissent les anges. 
/·adMonction de la prpposition ad dans une construction latine maladroite pour 
introduire les anges marTue bien une diffprence fondamentale entre la sagesse 
de Dieu et ce Tue peuvent en atteindre les anges. &ette dissociation de Dieu 
et des anges correspond assez j un trait de la penspe thpologiTue d·$braham 
,bn Daud Tui insiste sur le r{le instrumental assignp aux anges. &e point de la 
tradition Muive expliquerait que la traduction s’éloigne ici à la fois de l’arabe et 
du latin habituels.
h) « Tuia ad alium tractatum sapientem pertinet (2D ailleurs sapientiae) ³ pd. 
 fol. va. Sapientem traduit le mot arabe rendant l·adMectif ¶savant·.
3ar rapport aux autres manuscrits on est frappp j la lecture du texte de 2 de 
sa relative concision qui conserve cependant un souci de précision par rapport 
j l·arabe dans le choix des mots latins. $insi on observe le recours j deux 
termes de sens différents mais complémentaires réunis par et, comme discretio 
et dispersio, pour traduire un seul terme arabe tafrīT afin d·en cerner tout le 
champ spmantiTue. 0ais habitup au latin classiTue le traducteur n·a introduit 
Tue trqs peu le verbe rtre comme copule du suMet et du prpdicat dans ce chapitre 
,- ce Tue les autres manuscrits ont corrigp.
&ependant l·archevrTue -ean de &astelmoron mourut dqs . &e fut un 
rude coup j la fois pour $vendauth/,bn Daud Tui perdait son protecteur et pour 
la Logica Tui n·a\ant pas ptp reprise resta longtemps oublipe.
 FontAine, AbraKam Ibn 'aud cit. . : « « in ,bn Daud·s designations of *od such as ´the first 
unmoved moverµ ´the necessar\ beingµ or ´the first causeµ rather than ´the &reatorµ ».
 sénèQue De providentia 9 .
 d’Alverny Avendauth ? cit. pp. - ; FontAine, AbraKam Ibn 'aud cit. . in fine
 di vincenZo Avicenna’s Isagoge &Kap I  cit. pp. -.
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iv. évolution et survivAnces du trAvAil d’AvendAutH
3uis Tuand l·intprrt pour la Logica Avicennae commenoa j la diffuser dans 
la seconde moitié du XIIIe siqcle le texte d·$vendauth passant entre les mains 
des diffprents copistes fut progressivement adaptp au latin mpdipval. /es 
manuscrits cherchent j transformer sa langue en un latin mpdipval acadpmiTue 
et didactiTue aMoutant en particulier de nombreux mots de liaison et/ou des 
formules explicatives semées de est, de Tuod et de Tuia On constate également 
un plus grand souci de la grammaire. Dans l·expression premiqre les verbes 
sont souvent j l·indicatif prpsent. 3ar la suite ils sont mis aux temps et mode 
convenables (parfait futur subMonctif etc.). /es manuscrits prpsentent alors 
une grande diversitp dans les termes et leur ordre. 
$vendauth/,bn Daud avait mis tous ses soins pour susciter chez l·archevrTue 
de Tolqde l·envie de patronner une traduction du əifāʾ et pouvoir ainsi avec son 
aide apporter aux /atins les bienfaits de la philosophie d·$vicenne. 0ais il ne 
s·ptait pas rendu compte Tu·en traduisant j l·aide de la langue latine classiTue il 
ne serait pas compris par les Latins du XIIe-XIIIe siqcle. ,l \ avait longtemps Tue 
les /atins ne comprenaient plus la langue de la 5ome antiTue. /eur vocabulaire 
ignore la langue littpraire dpsormais archawTue et obscure. /es siqcles passps 
les peuplements nouveaux issus des migrations etc. ont rendu vains les efforts 
prudits de cette sorte. /·pvolution de la tradition manuscrite de la Logica Avicennae 
le confirme car on \ voit la disparition progressive de la version premiqre 
aboutissant vers la fin du XIIIe siqcle j une relecture actualispe de l·ensemble.
On peut appliquer à la Logica Avicennae ce Tue dit Simone 9an 5iet de 
la traduction latine du De anima d·$vicenne par $vendauth et DominiTue 
*undisalvi. /e premier traducteur serait ici $vendauth et le rpviseur *undisalvi :
« Tout se passe comme si cette traduction avait ptp plaborpe par un premier 
traducteur puis Tu·une rpvision avait eu lieu conservant la maMeure partie du 
texte primitif mais modifiant des mots des particules des tournures s\ntaxiTues 
parfois des phrases entiqres »80.
S’agissant de la Logica, ce n’est pas une révision suivie ; c’est davantage le résultat 
des choix de l·un ou l·autre copiste se ralliant j un manuscrit antprieur dont le 
texte lui semble meilleur de sorte Tue l·on n·aboutit pas j deux versions distinctes 
opposables81. /·intprrt doit se concentrer sur les variantes. /es manuscrits 8 et % 
prpsentent les variantes les plus anciennes Tui sont aussi les plus contestpes.
80 S. vAn riet, La traduction latine du « De anima ª d’Avicenne 3rpliminaires j une pdition critiTue 
« 5evue philosophiTue de /ouvain »   n pp. - (-).
81 &f. le stemma codicum dans « /a Tradition manuscrite » ,ntroduction j l·pdition critiTue de 
la Logica Avicennae. 
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Il y eut alors dans la transmission une modernisation progressive de 
l·expression tendant j l·actualiser par une formulation plus directe ou j 
remplacer le vocabulaire classiTue archawTue et mal compris des mpdipvaux 
par un langage plus courant. En conspTuence on voit parfois surnager en 
U des mots rares inconnus du latin médiéval et survivances de la traduction 
latine d·$vendauth. $u chapitre ,- () on retrouve le mot suffultus emprunté 
au De natura rerum de /ucrqce82 Tui se vo\ait dpMj dans les 9erba discipuli. /es 
variantes remplacent parfois un mot littéraire par son radical plus connu mais 
moins prpcis. $insi en ,- () collocutio (8%) devient partout ailleurs locutio ou 
bien en ,,- divulgatae (8%) devient vulgatae (19*). 2r collocutio dpsigne chez 
&icpron un entretien et locutio une simple parole et dans la phrase de ,- () : 
« Tuia cogitatio Tuasi collocutio est inter ipsum hominem et cogitatum suum 
verbis imaginatis » collocutio est bien meilleur.
De mrme au chapitre ,- () j propos de la dpfinition des termes relatifs 
dans la phrase « Haec autem mensio auget dubitationem in aliis quae sunt 
praeter genus et speciem » $vendauth reprend en 8 le mot de &icpron mensio 
signifiant apprpciation. 0ais ce mot est sans doute complqtement oublip car 
tous les autres manuscrits le remplacent par responsio. 
8ne pvolution significative est par exemple celle du mot littpraire tardif 
parilitas signifiant pgalitp. 2n lit au chapitre ,- () : « Nam dualitatem comitatur 
parilitas ». /es manuscrits 8 et % n·ont pas su adopter le mot Tu·ils transcrivent 
pluralitas. ,l revient trois fois au chapitre ,- () : le manuscrit N lit parilitas les 
deux premiqres fois mais j la troisiqme il le remplace par son pTuivalent paritas 
(13) alors Tue parilitas subsiste en 9*0 et Tue pluralitas revient dqs la deuxiqme 
fois en 8%. 2r parilitas est un mot rare d’Apulée auteur favori d·$vendauth 
semble-t-il tandis Tue paritas est un mot bien connu de %oqce.
v. mort d’ABrAHAm iBn dAud/AvendAutH
&ette pvolution s·est faite dans des manuscrits de la seconde moitip du XIIIe 
siqcle alors Tue la diffusion de la Logica s’est trouvée marquée par un événement 
tragique et brutal : la mort d·$braham ,bn Daud en .
Elle est rapportpe par le savant tolpdan -uda %. Salomon ha-&ohen (ca. -
apr. ) Tui vpcut j Tolqde TuelTues dpcennies aprqs ,bn Daud. /es circonstances 
ne sont pas prpcispes mais l·auteur tolpdan affirme Tu·en cette annpe  ,bn 
82 lucrèce De natura rerum ,9  et .
 cicero Epistulae ad Atticum ;,,  . 
 cicero Orator, . 
 Apulée Métamorphoses ou L’kne d’or ,, . 
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Daud « mourut pour la Sanctification du 1om » c·est-j-dire en mart\r de sa foi. 
/es expressions hpbrawTues utilispes (al \iKud Ka-sKem ou al TiddusK Ka-sKem) sont 
emplo\pes exclusivement pour indiTuer « la mort par un -uif en raison de la 
religion Muive ». &et important tpmoignage historiTue contemporain remplace 
les mentions tardives du ;9,e siqcle citpes pendant longtemps. 
La réaction de Dominique Gundisalvi à l’événement fut aussi rapide que 
radicale. Dqs l·annpe suivante en  il avait vendu le terrain Tu·il posspdait 
j Tolqde et Tuittp dpfinitivement la ville. 2n n·\ parlera plus de lui. /a 
derniqre attestation de sa prpsence au chapitre de Tolqde date de 88. ,l fut 
certainement profondpment bouleversp par cette mort d·$vendauth/,bn Daud 
aprqs une collaboration de prqs de vingt ans. Et l·importante filiation arabe 
Tue l·on observe dans les ouvrages de *undisalvi au-delj mrme de traductions 
arabo-latines nouvelles porte la marTue d·$braham ,bn Daud89. 
$prqs l·pchec de la Logica auprqs de l·archevrTue -ean de &astelmoron 
$vendauth/,bn Daud conscient de ne pas savoir s·exprimer en latin de son 
temps aura poursuivi l·instruction de DominiTue *undisalvi dans la langue et 
la culture philosophiTue arabe et se sera associp j ses pcrits comme mentor 
comme guide. 2n a bien soulignp ces inÁuences de ,bn Daud sur les ouvrages 
de Gundisalvi90. $ccueilli par les chrptiens de Tolqde alors Tu·il venait d·rtre 
chassp de l·$ndalousie arabe $braham ,bn Daud eut j c±ur de leur transmettre 
tout ce Tu·il connaissait d·$ristote et des philosophes arabes aristotplisants en 
vue de leur donner les mo\ens de mener j l·pgard du christianisme l·effort de 
rationalisation philosophiTue Tu·il avait lui-mrme conduit j l·pgard du Mudawsme 
dans son Ka-(munaK Ka-5amaK91. &·est dpMj en ce sens Tu·il avait proposp j 
l·archevrTue de Tolqde d·entreprendre la traduction du əifāʾ d·$vicenne 
l·accompagnant du tpmoignage enthousiaste du fidqle disciple al-ƜɫzƏönƮ (9erba 
discipuli) et du plan de l·ouvrage rpdigp par l·auteur (9erba Avicennae). 
$vendauth/,bn Daud travaillant avec DominiTue *undisalvi aura soulignp 
auprqs de lui l·importance du point de vue et de la mpthode rationnels dans 
l·approfondis sement des problqmes philosophiTues et thpologiTues. Et l·ensemble 
 &. sirAt -uda % 6alomon Ka-&oKen pKilosopKe astronome et peut-rtre Nabbaliste de la premiqre 
moitié du XIIIes. « Italia » ,/  pp. - () ; FontAine, AbraKam Ibn 'aud cit.  .
 7o indicate deatK b\ a -eZ on account of tKe -eZisK reliJion : ces précisions m’ont été communi-
Tupes par une autoritp lipe par l·anon\mat. -e l·en remercie sincqrement. 
88 polloni, (lementi per una bioJrafia di 'ominicus *undisalvi cit. p.  et n. .
89 FidorA, 'ie :issenscKaftstKeorie des 'ominicus *undissalinus cit. pp. -  et ss.
90 D’Alverny Avendauth ? cit. pp.-. ³ 5. FontAine In 'efence of -udaism  AbraKam Ibn 
'aoud 6ources and 6tructure of Ka-(munaK Ka-5amaK 9an *orcum $ssen  (Studia Semitica 
1eerlandica) pp. - etc.
91 FidorA 'ie :issenscKaftstKeorie des 'ominicus *undissalinus cit. pp. -.
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de ce champ d·ptudes en a ptp sensiblement dpplacp comme le souligne -ean 
-olivet dans sa conclusion tirpe de l·examen successif des ouvrages personnels 
de DominiTue *undisalvi (De unitate, De scientiis, De divisione philosophiae, De 
processione mundi, De anima)92 :
« Tout se passe comme s·il >DominiTue *undisalvi@ voulait remplacer la thpologie 
des saints par une thpologie des philosophes dont il reste libre de se dpmarTuer 
j l·occasion mais Tui dans son ensemble fournit les grands cadres conceptuels o 
viendront se placer les documents fournis par l·ecriture les saints et les m\stiTues. 
Sous l·apparence unie de son texte il \ a lj un mouvement considprable un pcart 
important par rapport j la sagesse traditionnelle. >«@ /·ensemble de ses traitps 
transmet aux /atins un s\stqme j peu prqs complet de mptaph\siTue Tui ne 
contredit pas les enseignements d·$ugustin de Den\s de %oqce Tui au contraire 
leur est cohprent ³ mais Tui par sa masse et surtout j cause des structures Tu·il 
propose les intqgre comme des matpriaux de choix j un pdifice profane ».
DominiTue *undisalvi fu\ant Tolqde retourna j Spgovie o il est encore 
citp au chapitre de la cathpdrale pour l·annpe . ,l est dpcpdp avant  date 
j laTuelle apparavt dans les registres un nouvel archidiacre de &upllar proche de 
Ségovie. ,l semble n·avoir rien publip durant ces derniqres annpes.
/a mort de $vendauth/,bn Daud m\stprieuse pour les chrptiens est j 
l·origine de lpgendes Tui ont circulp autour d·un $vendauth converti a\ant pris 
le nom de -ean.
vi. diFFusion de lA logica selon deux voies
$prqs la disparition brutale d·$vendauth la diffusion de la Logica Avicennae 
s’est organisée au XIIIes. en deux courants distincts sans rtre totalement spparps.
Il y eut un courant de transmission de la Logica portant de moins en moins 
attention j $vendauth. ,l s·est manifestp surtout en ,talie. $insi j propos 
du chapitre ,- 'e universalibus Tue contient le manuscrit D (DubrovniN 
%ibliothqTue des Dominicains ) aMoutp d·une main italienne un peu plus 
tardive sur le dernier feuillet de ce manuscrit de la 0ptapK\siTue d’Avi cenne : 
il est prpsentp avec exactitude « Tractatus de universalibus translatus a %uen 
Deut de libro Avicenne de loyca » mais c·est le seul manuscrit j emplo\er le 
92 -. jolivet, 7Ke Arabic inKeritance (trad. anglaise) in 3. dronke ed., A Histor\ of 7ZelftK-&entur\ 
:estern 3KilosopK\ &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. - (-) ; en fran-
oais 3KilosopKie au XIIe siècle latin  l’KpritaJe arabe dans -. jolivet, 3KilosopKie mpdipvale arabe et latine 
5ecueil d·articles 9rin 3aris  (etudes de philosophie mpdipvale ) pp. - (-). 
 polloni, (lementi per una bioJrafia di 'ominicus *undisalvi cit. p. .
 9oir par exemple d’Alverny Avicenne en Occident cit. ni p. 8 ; ii p.  etc. 
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nom du traducteur sous sa forme hpbrawTue. /e manuscrit est restp au couvent 
dominicain de DubrovniN (olim 5aguse) fondp en .
3lus gpnpralement les mpdecins-philosophes italiens intpressps par les 
textes d·$vicenne en recherchent les manuscrits sans se soucier du traducteur 
$vendauth. $insi le ms. 5 (5ome %iblioteca $ngelica ) donne le De 
universalibus sans titre et attribué à un vague Evendeut sans prpcision.
&·est j 1aples proche des textes arabes Tue se fit sans doute une rpvision 
sur le texte d’Avicenne du commentaire de l’Isagoge proprement dit dans le ms. 
1apoli %iblioteca 1azionale 9,,,. E.  (1). &e manuscrit le reprend j l·exclusion 
des prpliminaires aMoutps par $vendauth lors de sa prpsentation j l·archevrTue 
de Tolqde -ean de &astelmoron vers -. /e chapitre ,- 'e universalibus 
souvent attribup j $vendauth est pgalement absent. Dans ce manuscrit de 
1aples (1) le texte de la Logica s·est affranchi j travers les choix des copistes du 
XIIIe siqcle des survivances de la traduction d·$vendauth du siqcle prpcpdent.
/e manuscrit 9 (9aticanus latinus ) pgalement d·origine italienne est 
plus nuancp. 9o\ant Tue 1 a omis le chapitre ,- il l·a recherchp j sa vraie 
place dans le texte arabe d·$vicenne. &·est ainsi Tu·il est le seul manuscrit j en 
avoir correctement placp la traduction. ,l donne pgalement l·exacte traduction 
du titre mais sans un mot sur le traducteur.
3ar contre le ms. * (*raz 8niversitltsbibliotheN ) d·origine parisienne 
Tui suit 9 assez souvent connavt $vendauth et les manuscrits parisiens 8 et %. 
4uant aux manuscrits 3 (3aris %n) latin ) et 0 (2xford 0erton &ollege 
) ils suivent tant{t 1 tant{t ce second groupe.
&ar il \ eut aussi un courant prenant en compte $vendauth rassemblant ses 
textes et les diffusant. ,l est animp par les )rqres 3rrcheurs (« Ordo Praedicatorum » 
ou 2.3.) ou Dominicains. /·ordre de saint DominiTue un Espagnol du 1ord est 
né en ce début du XIIIes. pour appu\er la foi chrptienne sur de solides ptudes 
fondpes sur les textes afin de pouvoir combattre l·hprpsie. /e personnage 
d·$vendauth favorisant la traduction arabo-latine des ouvrages d·$vicenne ptait 
pour eux intpressant. &e n·est pas un hasard si le premier couvent fondp par 
saint DominiTue en Espagne le fut prpcispment j Spgovie en . ­ partir de 
lj sans doute les Dominicains purent rpcupprer le « dossier d·$vendauth » c·est-
j-dire la Logica et ses textes prpliminaires abandonnp j l·arche vr chp de Tolqde. 
&e courant en effet est reprpsentp principalement par les manuscrits 8 et %. 
/es Dominicains \ ont probablement Moint la traduction du chapitre ,- de la 
Logica ('e universalibus transmise pgalement dans le manuscrit d·un dominicain 
 FreudentHAl AbraKam Ibn 'aud AvendautK 'ominicus *undissalinus cit. p. .
 0.-+. vicAire Histoire de saint 'ominiTue ,, /es pditions du &erf 3aris  p. . 
 9oir « /a Tradition manuscrite » dans l’édition critique de la Logica Avicennae j paravtre.
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anglais (2xford %odleian /ibrar\ Digb\    2). $vendauth \ est considprp 
comme l’auteur du 'e universalibus présenté comme un liber indépendant tiré 
du l. 9 de la 0ptapK\siTue d’Avicenne qui traite également des universaux98. /a 
Tualitp du texte et de la traduction a mis l·accent sur $vendauth sans Tue la Logica 
d·$vicenne soit mentionnpe. 0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\ indiTue : « &e manuscrit 
composite est du reste en partie d·aprqs l·pcriture d·origine espagnole »99. 
&ependant le meilleur relais d·$vendauth fut le cplqbre dominicain $lbert 
le *rand.
vii. AlBert le grAnd o.p. (v. 1193-1280) et AvendAutH 
Le savant dominicain est tout à fait conscient de l’existence et du travail du 
traducteur arabo-latin de la Logica Avicennae qu’il présente ainsi dans son Super 
3orpK\rium de 9 universalibus :
« 4uamvis in praehabitis iam determinatum sit id Tuod de TuinTue universalibus 
tradidit 3orph\rius tamen adhuc sunt Tuaedam Tuae utile est scire de his Tuae ex 
logicis doctrinis $rabum in latinum transtulit $vendeuth ,sraelita philosophus 
et maxime de logica Avicennae »100.
« %ien Tue l·on ait dpMj dpterminp prpcpdemment ce Tue 3orph\re a transmis 
sur les cinT universaux il \ a cependant encore certains points Tu·il est utile de 
savoir. ,ls sont tirps de ce Tue le philosophe israplite $vendauth a traduit en latin 
des doctrines logiTues des $rabes et surtout de la /ogiTue d·$vicenne ».
/e tpmoignage d·$lbert le *rand sur $vendauth affirme clairement Tue 
celui-ci a traduit en latin des parties de la /ogiTue d·$vicenne en l·occurrence 
al-Madḫal. ,l connavt mrme plus largement l·activitp d·$braham ,bn Daud. ,l en 
parle sous le nom de David -udaeus au dpbut de son propre De causis et processu 
universitatis a prima causa o il pnumqre en premier lieu les diffprents noms 
donnés au Liber de causis Il présente cet ouvrage en ces termes :
« $ccipiemus igitur ab antiTuis TuaecumTue bene dicta sunt ab ipsis Tuae ante 
nos David -udaeus Tuidam ex dictis $ristotelis $vicennae $lgazelis et $lfarabii 
congregavit sicut et Euclides in geometricis fecisse videtur. Sicut enim in Euclidis 
98 &f. table des chapitres in AvicennA lAtinus Liber de pKilosopKia prima 9-; pd. S. vAn riet 
3eeters - %rill /ouvain - /eiden  pp. -.
99 0.-T. d’Alverny La tradition manuscrite de l’Avicenne latin in Mélanges Taha Hussein /e &aire 
 repr. in Avicenne en Occident cit. n vi p.  n. .
100 AlBert le grAnd 6uper 3orpK\rium de 9 universalibus ed. 0. sAntos noyA $schendorff 0nster 
 p. a -. 
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commento probatur theorema TuodcumTue ponitur ita et David commentum 
adhibuit Tuod nihil aliud est nisi theorematis propositi probatio »101. 
« 1ous recueillerons donc des anciens tout ce Tu·ils ont dit de bien Tu·avant nous 
un certain David le -uif a tirp et rassemblp des dits d·$ristote $vicenne al-ƞazölƮ 
et al-)öröbƮ comme Euclide aussi semble l·avoir fait en gpomptrie. En effet de 
mrme Tue dans le commentaire d·Euclide tout thporqme posp est prouvp de 
mrme aussi David a appliTup un commentaire Tui n·est rien d·autre Tue la preuve 
du thporqme proposp ».
$lbert considqre donc $vendauth comme le compilateur (congregavit) 
d·extraits d·$ristote $vicenne al-ƞazölƮ et al-)öröbƮ les ordonnant sous 
forme de thporqmes commentps j la faoon d·Euclide. /e De causis serait donc 
une anthologie de « dits » d·anciens philosophes grecs et arabes prpsentps sous 
forme axiomatiTue.
Et $lbert d·enchavner :
« Pervenit autem ad nos et 3K\sica per eumdem modum ab eodem philosopho 
perfecta ubi istum librum De causis! 0etapK\sicam nominavit« »102.
 
« 2r il est aussi parvenu MusTu·j nous une 3K\siTue expcutpe de la mrme maniqre 
par le mrme philosophe o il a appelp ce livre le 'e causis! 0ptapK\siTue ». 
Ainsi ce serait par rapport à une 3K\sica organispe par lui de la mrme maniqre 
que le De causis Tue ,bn Daud aurait nommp celui-ci 0etapK\sica Tue l·on peut 
aussi comprendre comme « aprqs la 3h\siTue ». 2n en retrouve l·appellation 
dans le manuscrit du De causis 2xford %odle\ Selden supra  (dpbut XIIIe s.) 
f. v : « Explicit 0etaphisica (sic) $vendeuth ». 
2n a dpcouvert rpcemment un fragment Mudpo-arabe de la JenizaK de %udapest 
Tui faisait partie j l·origine d·une anthologie sur la ph\siTue comprenant des 
pcrits de diffprents philosophes. 8ne page contient la fin d·un texte de ph\siTue 
Tue deux colophons attribuent j $braham ,bn Daud. &·est le seul texte arabe 
Tu·on lui connaisse. ,l a ptp publip et une premiqre ptude a prpcisp Tue ces 
101 AlBert le grAnd De causis et processu universitatis a prima causa, ed. :. FAuser $schendorff 
0nster  (Opera omnia ;9,,/) p.  - citp par BertolAcci Albert tKe *reat and tKe 3reface of 
Avicenna’s .itāb al-əifāʾ cit. pp. - n. .
102 AlBert le grAnd De causis et processu universitatis a prima causa, ed. FAuser cit. p.  -.
 .. sZilágyi A FraJment of a %ooN of 3K\sics from tKe 'avid .aufmann *enizah &ollection (%udapest 
and tKe Identit\ of Ibn 'aud ZitK AvendautK « $leph » /  pp. -.
 .. sZilágyi, y. tZvi lAngermAnn, A FraJment of a &omposition on 3K\sics b\ AbraKam Ibn 'aud in 
-udeo-Arabic  an (dition of tKe 7e[t « $leph » /  pp. -.
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commentaires portent sur la 3K\siTue d’Aristote. $Moutons Tue -uda b. 
Salomon ha-&ohen l·auteur Tui a fait connavtre le mart\re d·,bn Daud j Tolqde 
lui attribue dans son encyclopédie Midrash ha-Hokhma (fol. v) un passage sur le 
l. 9 de la 3K\siTue. 
Selon $lbert le *rand donc cette 3K\siTue serait à l’image du De causis une 
sorte d·anthologie de l·ouvrage d·$ristote et de ses commentateurs compilpe 
par $braham ,bn Daud. Sans entrer dans cette Tuestion et dans tout ce Tu·elle 
impliTue on peut rappeler ici Tu·$lbert le *rand connaissait les travaux 
d·$vendauth/$braham ,bn Daud. /·expression utilispe pervenit ad nos suggqre 
mrme Tue ce texte ptait traduit en latin.
En conclusion les donnpes des textes traduits tout comme celles des 
manuscrits confortpes par le tpmoignage explicite d·$lbert le *rand plaident en 
faveur de l’Israelita philosophus $vendauth/,bn Daud comme seul traducteur latin 
de la Logica Avicennae. ,l avait la culture latine d·un lettrp ptranger intpressp par 
la culture Tui l·environne celle de l·Espagne du XIIe siqcle et plus gpnpralement 
de l·$friTue du 1ord au temps de la conTurte arabe. 0algrp sa difficultp j manier 
le latin il ptait trqs attachp j une exacte comprphension de la penspe d·$vicenne. 
$ussi pour traduire la Logica Avicennae a-t-il soigneusement recherchp chez 
les auteurs latins anciens un vocabulaire prpcis et choisi ce Tui lui permettait 
d·entrer en contact par les rpfprences culturelles avec l·archevrTue de Tolqde 
en vue d’obtenir son mécénat pour une traduction d’ensemble du əifāʾ. 0ais 
les mpdipvaux n·ont pas compris cette langue ptrange pleine d·archawsmes 
Tu·ils ont dpformps ou remplacps par des mots de leur temps. 3our cette raison 
l·archevrTue de Tolqde adMoignit j $vendauth/,bn Daud DominiTue *undisalvi 
afin d·assurer son latin. 
&ette collaboration entre le « philosophe ,sraplite » $vendauth/,bn Daud et 
DominiTue *undisalvi dans laTuelle le premier apportait sa connaissance des 
textes d’Aristote et des développements de la pensée d’Avicenne auxquels le second 
donnait une expression latine a fait pvoluer la penspe thpologiTue chrptienne 
dans un sens nouveau plus rationnel. 3ar ailleurs l·intprrt pour la penspe arabe 
a poussp les moines dominicains du siqcle suivant j recueillir la Logica Avicennae 
Tu·$lbert le *rand fit fructifier MusTue dans l·enseigne ment universitaire. 
/e pari audacieux d·$braham ,bn Daud dit $vendauth de faire connavtre 
aux /atins $vicenne et plus gpnpralement l·aristo tp lisme arabe a donc 
pleinement rpussi.  
 y. tZvi lAngermAnn, FraJments of &ommentaries on Aristotle’s 3K\sics from tKe 'avid .aufmann 
*enizaK &ollection b\ Ibn 'aud and 2tKers ( " « $leph » /  pp. - (http://www.Mstor.org/
stable/./aleph. ..).
 sirAt -uda % 6alomon Ka-&oKen pKilosopKe cit. p.   5. FontAine, AbraKam Ibn 'aud and tKe 
0idrash ha-+oNhma : a 0ini-'iscover\ « Zutot : 3erspectives on -ewish &ulture »   pp. -
 ; FontAine, AbraKam Ibn 'aud cit.   %iograph\.
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7Ke Latin 7ranslation of tKe Logica Avicennae and Its Author
The Logica Avicennae or /atin translation of $vicenna·s &ommentar\ on 3orph\r\·s 
Isagoge (al-0adḫal in his .itāb al-əifāʾ or The Cure was presented in the second half of the 
12th c. to the $rchbishop of Toledo b\ Avendauth Israelita, who said then more precisel\ 
he was an Israelita philosophus. %ut who was $vendauth and how did he translate this text 
from Arabic into Latin ?
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SILVIA DI VINCENZO
Is There a versio vulgata of Avicenna’s Kitāb al-Šifāʾ ? 
On the Hypothesis of a Double Recension of Kitāb al-Madhal *
IntroductIon
Still too little is Nnown of the process of redaction of $vicenna·s maMor worN 
concerning philosophy, namely the .itāb al-əifāʾ. In particular, it is still a matter 
of investigation to determine whether the worN might have undergone one or 
more revisions after its first composition or not. The possibilit\ of the existence 
of more recensions of $vicenna·s worNs was firstl\ suggested b\ D. *utas for the 
brief treatise ¶2n the supernal bodies·1, whereas the same issue was raised for the 
first time with regard to the .itāb al-əifāʾ b\ $. %ertolacci as a result of a surve\ 
of the manuscript tradition of the section of 0etapK\sics of the work (.itāb al-
IlāKi\\āt)2. 0ore in detail the case-stud\ considered b\ $. %ertolacci concerns 
some differences in the arrangement of the chapters of the fifth treatise of the 
0etapK\sics detected in part of the manuscript tradition and in the medieval 
/atin translation of the worN. This observation led to the formulation of the 
h\pothesis that two versions of the text might have existed one of which would 
have been far more widespread and attested b\ a larger number of manuscripts 
(therefore named ¶versio vulJata·)3.
,n the present paper , will raise the Tuestion whether $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ 
underwent a process of reworNing after its first composition ³ either b\ the author 
* AcNnoZledJements : The present paper is the provisional result of a research on the manuscripts 
of $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ conducted in collaboration with the E5& 3roMect ¶3Ki%or ² 3hilosoph\ 
on the %order of &ivilizations. Towards a &ritical Edition of the 0etaph\sics of $vicenna· (http ://
www.avicennaproMect.eu/). , wish to thanN the principal investigator of the 3Ki%or 3roMect 3rof. $. 
%ertolacci both for giving me access to the manuscripts· reproductions and for giving me precious 
comments on a previous version of this paper. , wish to thanN 3rof. 0. $ouad as well from whose 
useful comments on this paper , benefited. , also wish to thanN the anon\mous referees : I am 
really grateful for all the suggestions and the remarks I got  ever\ shortcoming is of course solel\ 
m\ responsibilit\. 
 1 See D. Gutas, 7Ke 6tud\ of Avicenna 6tatus 4uaestionis atTue AJenda, « Documenti e studi sulla 
tradizione filosofica medievale », 21, 2010, pp. 45-69, esp. pp. 60-61.
2 A. BertolaccI, HoZ 0an\ 5ecensions of Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ ?, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 275-303.




or b\ the circle of his direct disciples ³ b\ taNing into examination as a case-stud\ 
the textual tradition of $vicenna·s worN concerning 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe (.itāb 
al-0adḫal), which opens the section of LoJic of the .itāb al-əifāʾ. Such a question 
arises from the observation that the twelfth-centur\ /atin translation of the worN 
together with a small group of $rabic manuscripts and part of the earl\ indirect 
tradition of the text seemingl\ attest concurrentl\ to the longer version of the 
text preserved b\ the rest of the tradition the existence of a shorter version of the 
text in some passages that can hardl\ be due to mere accidents of transmission. 
,n what follows , will firstl\ offer an overview of the tradition of $vicenna·s 
.itāb al-0adḫal (section I), then I will focus, more in particular, on the part of the 
tradition witnessing a shorter version of certain passages of the worN (section 
,,). $ section of the present paper shall be then devoted to a more in-depth 
analysis of the passages at stake (section III), in order to make some hypothetical 
suggestions concerning the possibilit\ that the\ might attest the existence of a 
double recension of the worN and that other parts of the summa might hint at a 
similar scenario (section IV).
I. the tradItIon of avIcenna’s Madᇛal
I.1. 7Ke &airo edition and tKe Arabic manuscript tradition of Avicenna’s Madḫal
So far the onl\ existing edition of $vicenna·s .itāb al-0adḫal is the one 
printed in &airo in  to celebrate $vicenna·s millenar\ which has the great 
merit of publishing this worN of $vicenna·s for the first time4. The edition is 
based on ten manuscripts (see $ppendix $) whose selection could not be based 
on a critical comparison of the witnesses5. Four out of ten manuscripts employed 
for the Cairo edition are among the earliest witnesses of the work, dating to the 
XIIIth century, and two of these earliest witnesses are among the manuscripts 
that ma\ preserve a trace of a different version of the text6. Unfortunately, the 
4 IBn sīnā, al-əifāʾ, al-0anɡiT, 1. al-0adḫal, edd. I. MadkūrƜ Š. Qanawātī, M. al-҅uḍayrī, f. al-ahwānī, 
al-0aɡbaʿa al-$mƮri\\a &airo  (henceforth : Cairo edition). On the main features of this edition, 
see the general introduction to the edition (¶,ntroduction gpnprale· / ¶0uTaddimat al-əifāʾ·) b\ ,. 
0adNɫr (both in )rench and $rabic) and $. BertolaccI, 7Ke 0anuscript 7radition of Avicenna’s .itöb 
al-əiföʾ  7Ke &urrent 6tate of 5esearcK and Future 3rospects, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 198-195. The same 
edition was then reprinted in Tehran in  and in %eirut in . Tehran lithograph edition 
which antedates the Cairo edition of the .itāb al-əifāʾ does not preserve the section of /ogic of the 
summa of which the &airo edition is therefore the first printed edition at our disposal.
5 See on this point Madkūr, Introduction Jpnprale cit., pp. 39-42, esp. p. 40.
6 To m\ Nnowledge the possible existence of two different versions of the text is not taNen 
into consideration in the &airo edition and the shorter version of certain passages is recorded in 
the apparatus as the result of an erroneous omission.
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number of the manuscripts taNen into account for the &airo edition cannot be 
considered as entirel\ representative of the actual state of the textual tradition 
of the worN due to the huge proportions of the worN·s tradition.
*enerall\ speaNing $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ can be enumerated among 
the worNs that had a huge diffusion and conseTuentl\ a massive manuscript 
tradition and the first worN of the summa, namely the .itāb al-0adḫal, is 
no exception. ,n fact according to the provisional results of a still ongoing 
bibliographical research the manuscript tradition of $vicenna·s 0adḫal 
amounts to at least 119 manuscripts7. The present surve\ shall taNe into account 
59 manuscripts8, namely around a half of the whole estimated manuscript 
tradition of the worN (cf. $ppendix % )ig. ). 2verall the manuscripts taNen into 
account range from the twelfth to the twentieth century, with a noteworthy 
peaN of extant witnesses dating to the seventeenth centur\ (cf. $ppendix % )ig. 
2). So far, the earliest witnesses of the work at our disposal are a manuscript 
dating to the twelfth centur\ (ms. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  dating 
to +/) and the twelfth-centur\ /atin translation of the text. 
I.2. 7Ke Latin translation of Avicenna’s Madḫal
In the frame of the present inquiry, also the twelfth-century Latin translation 
of the worN will be taNen into account. This translation that circulated under the 
name of LoJica Avicennae is seemingl\ the first of a larger proMect of translations 
of the əifāʾ started in Toledo b\ the -ewish translator $vendauth (d. ca. ) and 
7 $ thorough bibliographical surve\ of $vicenna·s worNs is still among the desiderata in $vicennan 
studies (cf. Gutas, 7Ke 6tud\ of Avicenna 6tatus 4uaestionis atTue AJenda cit. pp. -). The present 
bibliographical research has been conducted within the frame of the E5& 3roMect : ¶3Ki%or - 3hilosoph\ 
on the %order of &ivilizations and ,ntellectual Endeavours : Towards a &ritical Edition of the 
Metaphysics (IlāKi\\āt of .itāb al-əifā’) of $vicenna (Ibn 6īnā)· (http ://www.avicennaproMect.eu/). The 
starting point of the present surve\ was offered b\ the following inventories : *. &. anawatI, (ssai de 
biblioJrapKie avicennienne Dör $l-0aʿörif &airo  ; C. BrockelMann, *escKicKte der ArabiscKen Litteratur 
(GAL) voll. ,-,, %rill /eiden -2  suppl. voll. ,-,,, %rill /eiden - (vol. , p.  suppl. 
Vol. I, p. 815) ; FiKristvāraK-i 'astniviɐtKā-\i ƺrān ('inā, 7Ke AbridJed &ataloJue of Iran 0anuscripts, ed. M. 
d,rāyatī, .itöbḫönah 0ɫzih va 0arNaz-i $snöd-i 0aƏlis-i əɫrö-\i ,slömƮ vol. 9, Tehran +ɐ/ ; 
FiKristJān  nusḫaKʾKā-\i ḫaɡɡī-i ƺrān (Fanḫā, 8nion &ataloJ of Iranian 0anuscripts, ed. M. d,rāyatī Sözmön-i 
$snöd va .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ-i ƜumhɫrƳ-˻i ,slömƮ-i ƺrön vol. ;;, Tehran +ɐ/ ; O. erGIn, Ibni 
6ina %iblioJraf\asi, in %\N 7rN Filozof ve 7×b hstad× Ƽbn 6ina, ߸ahsi\eti ve Eserleri +aNN×nda TetNiNler 
Ƽstanbul  pp. - ; O. erGIn, Ƽbn-i 6ina %iblioJraf\as× <alo×n 0atbaas× Ƽstanbul  and <. Mahda9ī, 
FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā ,ntiɐöröt-i Döniɐgöh-\i Tihrön Tehran /. Then 
the information provided b\ these inventories has been when possible updated specified or even 
sometimes corrected after the inspection of the manuscripts· reproductions.
8 $ complete list of the witnesses taNen into account in chronological order is provided in 
the $ppendix $.
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the philosopher Dominicus *undissalinus (d. after ) in the second half of the 
twelfth century9. The importance of this translation as a witness for $vicenna·s 
text lies in the fact that it reproduces the readings of an $rabic exemplar that if 
extant would be among the earliest witnesses of the worN. &urrentl\ the /atin 
translation is one of the two only witnesses dating to the twelfth century that 
could be taNen into account for the present surve\10. 
The possibilit\ itself of emplo\ing this translation as a witness for the 
$rabic text is due to its Tuite literal rendering of the $rabic wording11. The 
/atin translation of $vicenna·s 0adḫal which still awaits a critical edition12, is 
preserved in  manuscripts  of which preserve the passages that are taNen 
into exam in the present paper13  the text of the /atin passages offered in this 
9 2n the translation movement in twelfth-centur\ Toledo see among the recent contributions 
C. Burnett, &ommunities of LearninJ in 7ZelftK-&entur\ 7oledo (pp. 9-18), A. fIdora, 5eliJious 'iversit\ and 
tKe 3KilosopKical 7ranslations of 7ZelftK-&entur\ 7oledo, (pp. 19-36), and A. BertolaccI, A &ommunit\ of 
7ranslators  7Ke Latin 0edieval 9ersions of Avicenna’s Book of the Cure (pp. 37-54), all in c. J. Mews, J. n. 
cr266/(y eds., &ommunities of LearninJ - 1etZorNs and tKe 6KapinJ of Intellectual Identit\ in (urope ²
 %repols Turnhout . 2n the /atin translations of $vicenna·s worNs see -. Janssens, Ibn 6īnā 
(Avicenna 7Ke Latin 7ranslations of, in H. laGerlund ed., (nc\clopedia of 0edieval 3KilosopK\. 3KilosopK\ 
betZeen  and  Springer %erlin  3art  pp. -. 2n $vendauth and *undissalinus 
see 0.-T. d’a/9(rny, 1otes sur les traductions mpdipvales d’Avicenne, « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et 
littpraire du 0o\en Çge », 19, 1952, pp. 341–344 and ead. AvendautK ?, in HomenaMe a 0illas 9allicrosa 
, &onseMo Superior de ,nvestigaciones &ienttficas %arcelona  pp. - ; M. alonso alonso, 1otas 
sobre los traductores toledanos 'ominJo *undisalvo \ -uan Hispano, « Al-Andalus », 8, 1943, pp. 155-188 ; Id., 
7raducciones del arcediano 'ominJo *undisalvo, « Al-Andalus »,   pp. - and *. freudenthal, 
AbraKam Ibn 'aud AvendautK 'ominicus *undissalinus and 3ractical 0atKematics in 0id-7ZelftK &entur\ 
7oledo, « Aleph », 16  pp. -. Specificall\ on some features of the /atin translation of 
$vicenna·s .itāb al-0adḫal, see also S. dI vIncenzo, Avicenna’s Isagoge &Kap I De 8niversalibus  
6ome 2bservations on tKe Latin 7ranslation, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 437-476.
10 To m\ Nnowledge the onl\ earlier extant witness of the text is the aforementioned ms. Tehran 
.itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  (see also Mahda9ī, FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā, p. 171). 
11 2n the value of the /atin translations of $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ as witnesses of the text cf. 
Gutas, 7Ke stud\ of Avicenna 6tatus 4uaestionis atTue AJenda cit., pp. 49-50.
12 $n edition is in preparation b\ )ranooise +udr\ (&15S 835  Emeritus fellow).
13 Namely manuscripts : %ruges Sted. 2penb. %ibl.  (;,,,-;,9) >henceforth : B]  *raz 
8niversitltsbibl.  (;,,,ex.) >henceforth : *@  2xford 0erton &oll.  (;,9in.) >henceforth : M] ; 
1apoli %ibl. 1azionale 9,,,.E. (;,,,2) >henceforth : N]  3aris %n) lat.  (;,,,ex.) >henceforth : 3@ ; 
Vat. lat. 4428 (XIII2) >henceforth : U]  9at. lat.  (;,,,-;,9 c.) >henceforth : V]. See also A. cheMIn, 
La traduction latine mpdipvale de l’IsaJoJe d’Avicenne  notes pour une pdition critiTue, in 3roceedinJs of tKe 
:orld &onJress on Aristotle, 7KessaloniNi AuJust ²   vols. 3ublications of the 0inistr\ of &ulture 
and Sciences $thens - vol. ,,. pp. -. )or a detailed description of the witnesses that 
preserve the passages an edition of which is provided in section ,,, see avIcenna latInus &odices, 
descripsit 0.-T. d’a/9(rny ; Addenda collegerunt S. van rIet 3. JodoGne, Brill, Leiden 1995, pp. 30-34 (on 
ms. 3) ; p. 75 (on ms. N) ; pp. 91-94 (on ms. V) ; pp. 99-101 (on ms. U) ; pp. 124-125 (on ms. B) ; pp. 151-
153 (on ms. M)  pp. - (on ms. *). 2n ms. 9 see also -. BIGnaMI-odIer, Le manuscrit 9atican Latin 
, « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et littpraire du 0o\en Çge », 11, 1938, pp. 133-166. 
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paper is reconstructed on the basis of all these testimonia14.
I.3. 7Ke earl\ indirect tradition
The present inTuir\ also taNes into account as far as possible the earl\ 
indirect tradition of $vicenna·s 0adḫal ; more in detail, it employs as a witness of 
this worN the literal Tuotations b\ $bɫ al-ʿ$bbös al-/awNarƮ (d. ca. +/15), 
reportedl\ a disciple of the first-generation disciple of $vicenna %ahman\ör16. 
$ccording to the historiographical sources al-/awNarƮ gave impulse to the 
diffusion of the stud\ of philosoph\ in the provinces of .hɫrösön17. Although 
the date reconstructed for his death is uncertain, we know from the oldest 
manuscript of $vicenna·s 7aʿlīTāt that /awNarƮ wrote the FiKrist (Inde[) of al-
7aʿlīTāt in +/ which leads to chronologicall\ contextualise his activit\ 
between the second half of the eleventh and the first half of the twelfth centur\ 
of the Christian Era18. 2ne of his maMor worNs namel\ the %a\ān al-ƤaTT bi-
Őimān al-ɓidT (¶Explanation of the 5ealit\ with the $ssurance of Truth·) is a 
still partially-unedited philosophical summa probabl\ emplo\ed as a teaching 
manual which draws its material from $vicenna·s philosophical summae. The 
section concerning 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe which preserves several literal Tuotations 
14 The translation is also preserved in an edition printed in 9enice in  (Avicenne 3erK\patetici 
pKilosopKi ac medicorum facile primi opera in lucem redacta ac nuper Tuantum ars niti potuit per canonicos 
emendate 9enetiis ) but this print is not taNen alone an entirel\ reliable witness of the text 
since it presents as an\ other witness of the text its own mistaNes and alterations. Each time a 
reconstruction of the /atin text based on the manuscripts is provided in section ,,, the reference 
corresponding to the passage in the printed edition is also provided.
15 The date usuall\ reported for /awNarƮ·s death i.e. +/ was actuall\ provided b\ &. 
Brockelmann (C. BrockelMann, GAL , p. ) on unNnown basis  for all the problems regarding 
/awNarƮ·s chronolog\ see 5. Marcotte, 3reliminar\ 1otes on tKe Life and :orN of Abū al-ʿAbbās al-
LaZNarī (d ca H, « $naTuel de Estudios Érabes », 17, 2006, pp. 157-133.
16 This piece of information is reported b\ $l-%a\haTƮ (d. +/-) 7atimmat ɓiZān 
al-ƤiNma p.  əafƮʿ  there is however a chronological problem since %ahman\ör died in  
so that it is difficult to imagine /awNarƮ as his student : see -. Janssens, Al-LaZNarī’s 5eception of Ibn 
6īnā’s ,löhi\\öt in  d. n. hasse, a. BertolaccI eds., 7Ke Arabic HebreZ and Latin 5eception of Avicenna’s 
0etapK\sics De *ru\ter %erlin  pp. -. 2n %ahman\ör see D. &. reIsMan, 7Ke 0aNinJ 
of tKe Avicennan 7radition, Brill, Leiden - Boston - Köln 2002, pp. 185-195  -. Janssens, %aKman\ār 
Ibn 0arzubān  A FaitKful 'isciple of Ibn 6īnā ?, in d. c. reIsMan, a. h. al-rahIM eds., %efore and After 
Avicenna  3roceedinJs of tKe First &onference of tKe Avicenna 6tud\ *roup, Brill, Leiden 2003, pp. 177-
197 and A. H. al-rahIM, Avicenna’s Immediate 'isciples  7Keir Lives and :orNs, in Y. tzvI lanGerMann 
ed., Avicenna and Kis LeJac\  A *olden AJe of 6cience and 3KilosopK\ %repols Turnhout  pp. -.
17 al-Bayha4ī, 7atimmat ɓiZān al-ƤiNma p. . əafƮʿ.
18 See Marcotte, 3reliminar\ 1otes on tKe Life and :orN of Abū al-ʿAbbās al-LaZNarī (d ca H 
cit., pp. 134-138.
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of $vicenna·s .itāb al-0adḫal was edited b\ ,bröhƮm DƮböƏƮ in 19. As it 
was alread\ noticed /awNarƮ·s %a\ān al-ƤaTT bi-Őimān al-ɓidT often reproduces 
verbatim passages drawn both from $vicenna·s own worNs and %ahman\ör·s 
.itāb al-7aƤɓīl20. 0ore in detail the passages that will be taNen into exam are all 
part of the second treatise of $vicenna·s 0adḫal (dealing with the similarities 
and divergences between the five universal predicables) of which /awNarƮ 
Tuotes large portions directl\ i.e. without drawing them from %ahman\ör·s 
.itāb al-7aƤɓīl where the\ cannot be found. $ comparison between the passages 
of $vicenna·s 0adḫal with their literal Tuotations in /awNarƮ·s worN will allow 
us to have a clue of the readings preserved in the manuscript(s) of $vicenna·s 
0adḫal that /awNarƮ had at his disposal namel\ a witness of $vicenna·s text 
possibl\ anterior to the twelfth-centur\21.
II. Is there a short versIon of avIcenna’s Madᇛal ?
II.1. 3reliminar\ considerations on tZo possible versions of Avicenna’s Madḫal
There are several passages in $vicenna·s 0adḫal (presented in section III) 
with regard to which the manuscript tradition is divided. 0ore specificall\ the 
divergence consists in the fact that a small bunch of manuscripts preserves 
against the rest of the tradition a shorter version of the same text. $mong the 
 $rabic manuscripts that are the basis for this inTuir\  preserve a longer 
version of the text against onl\  manuscripts that attest a short version of all 
or part of the passages here considered (see $ppendix % )ig. ). 
%asicall\ two worNing h\potheses can be made to explain the phenomenon : 
the passages with regard to which the manuscript tradition diverges can either 
be considered as omitted in certain manuscripts (,) or as added in others (,,).
(,) $ccording to the first h\pothesis the short version could be the result of a 
series of omissions which can either be (,.) accidental or (,.) intentional. 
(,,) $ccording to the second h\pothesis the short version could be an earlier 
19 al-lawkarī, %a\ānu al-ƤaTT bi-Őimāni al-ɓidT, LoJic 3art 2ne, ed. I. dī%āƜī, Muʾassasa-i ,ntiɐöröt-i 
$mƮr .abƮr Tehran +/.
20 $s -. -anssens pointed out « the Tuotations are so literal that /awNarƮ·s text ma\ be used 
as an independent testimon\ besides available manuscripts for the establishment of the critical 
edition of the respective worNs » (Janssens, Al-LaZNarī’s 5eception of Ibn 6īnā’s ,löhi\\öt cit. p. ).
21 ,t is important to be aware that the section on /ogic of /awNarƮ·s %a\ān al-ƤaTT bi-Őimān al-ɓidT 
is seemingl\ transmitted b\ a uniTue manuscript (ms. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i 
Tihrön ). The critical edition is therefore based on one witness onl\ and emendations of the 
text had often to be made b\ comparing it with the sources of /awNarƮ·s Tuotations in the worN 
(see the introduction to the edition b\ ,. DƮböƏƮ pp. -). 2ur Nnowledge of the text of the 
section of /ogic of /awNarƮ·s worN is therefore Tuite limited and imperfect.
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version anterior to the long one which includes some textual additions and 
represents a ¶versio vulJata· of the text attested b\ a much larger number of 
witnesses. The textual additions in the long version can either be the result of 
(,,.) the author·s own reworNing of the text at a second moment or of (,,.) 
some later modifications of the text. 
These interpretations point to two possible scenarios : (i) the divergence of 
the manuscript tradition is due to some accidents of transmission (hypothesis 
,.) or (ii) it is due to a conscious intervention on the text made b\ abridging 
the text (h\pothesis ,.) or b\ developing it with the addition of further remarNs 
and clarifications (h\pothesis ,,). 
$ wa\ to tr\ to account for this Nind of phenomenon could be supposing 
an accidental omission of the passages that occurred in a small part of the 
manuscript tradition  in this frame the maMorit\ of the manuscript tradition 
would agree in preserving the complete and correct version of the text 
(h\pothesis ,.). +owever it should be noticed that an accidental omission of 
the passages discussed in section ,,, is Tuite difficult to admit for there are 
no conditions that could easil\ explain mechanical omissions affecting these 
passages22. Apparently, then, hypothesis I.1 is not a completely satisfying answer 
to the issue at stake. 
2n the other hand the omission of these passages could be voluntar\ 
(hypothesis I.2) : since the understanding of text is seemingl\ not affected b\ their 
omission it could be supposed that the ¶short version· is a sort of abridgement 
of the text attained b\ trimming some non-fundamental parts off. The reason 
wh\ besides the h\pothesis ,. also the opposite and stronger h\pothesis ,, ³ 
which considers the passages in question as added in most part of the tradition — 
was made is that some of these passages are Tuite problematic from a s\ntactical 
and doctrinal point of view. +ence these passages could be suspected not to be 
included in $vicenna·s text from the ver\ first stage of composition therefore 
being added in the text at a later stage of the tradition. ,f this were the case then 
we would have a short version of the text and a long version which is much more 
22 , mean that in none of the cases that shall be displa\ed there are the conditions for 
supposing that omissions occurred because of a homoioteleuton or a saut du mrme au mrme or b\ 
accidentally skipping a line during the process of copy (the dimensions of the clauses lacking in 
the short version cannot in most cases be reconducted to that of a single line). The h\pothesis of 
a material damage of a common antigraph of the manuscripts attesting the short version is also 
quite unlikely. ,n the case of merel\ accidental omissions or material losses of a portion of text in 
fact we should expect that at least in some cases the intelligibilit\ of the text is affected. ,n all 
the cases that shall be displa\ed on the contrar\ not onl\ the short version of the text is perfectl\ 
intelligible but it is sometimes even superior from a s\ntactical and doctrinal point of view to 
the long one.
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widespread than the first one (therefore called versio vulJata23) and which would 
actuall\ be a revised version of the text including several textual additions. 
In what follows, I shall try to argue that there are some elements which 
point to the fact that the possibilit\ (,.) is Tuite unliNel\ and that the idea 
that the textual cases that shall be displa\ed can be explained as the results of 
some accidents of transmission (i) should be perhaps left aside. , shall rather 
try to suggest that there was a conscious intervention on the text (ii) either 
b\ abridgement (,.) or b\ textual addition (,,) ; on account of the greater 
persuasiveness of this second possibilit\ (ii) the short and the long versions 
might be considered as two different recensions of $vicenna·s text. 
II.2. 7Ke manuscripts attestinJ tKe e[istence of a sKort version
The $rabic manuscripts that seemingl\ attest the existence of a short version 
of the text can be classified at first according to whether the\ preserve a text 
completel\ lacNing the passages at staNe (version $) i.e.  extant manuscript 
and the model of the /atin translation or a text onl\ partiall\ lacNing the 
aforementioned passages (version %) i.e.  out of the  $rabic manuscripts. 
0ore in detail within the witnesses of version % it is possible to operate some 
further distinction, and to single out four groups of manuscripts (B.1, B.2, B.3 
and %.) characterised b\ the fact of sharing a selective addition or omission of 
the same passages. 
Tab. 1. $ classification of the witnesses attesting the short version24
Text A (the short version)
/atin translation b\ $vendauth 
¶LoJica Avicennae·
dat. second half of the 
XIIth c.
---
Ms. /eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN 
*olius 2r.  >  former @
dat. before ;th c. H/
XVIth c.
ms. () in $ppendix $ 
>henceforth : ms. *@
Text B (a hybrid version between the short and the long versions)
Text type (B.1) : short version of cases 1-2, 5
Ms. Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e 
.tphanesi <eni &kmi 
dat. əaʿbön + / 
-une--ul\ 
ms. () in $ppendix $ 
>henceforth : ms. -@
23 $dapting to this context the expression emplo\ed in BertolaccI, HoZ 0an\ 5ecensions of 
Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ ? cit., p. 294.
24 The witnesses are listed for each textual t\polog\ in chronological order  the non-extant 
reconstructed witnesses are marNed b\ the sign : °. 
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0s. Ƽstanbul 0illet .tphanesi 
(now : Millet Yazma Eser 
.tphanesi) ʿ$lƮ Emiri 
dat. 674H/1275-6 ms. () in $ppendix $ 
>henceforth : ms. E]
0s. Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e 
.tphanesi <eni &kmi 
dat.  əaʿbön 
1041H/18th March 
1 6 3 2
ms. () in $ppendix $ 
>henceforth : ms. C]
 The (unNnown) manuscript with 
which ms. * was collated
unknown dat. >henceforth : *mg.]
Text type (B.2) : short version of cases 3-4
Ms. Ƽstanbul TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi 
.tphanesi $hmet ,,, 
dat.  5abƮʿ l-awwal 
677H/8th August 1278
ms. () in $ppendix $ 
>henceforth : ms. T@
0s. Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e 
.tphanesi Įúir Efendi 207
dat. 680H/1281-2 ms. () in $ppendix $ 
>henceforth : ms. A]
° Ms. with which a lacuna in 
ms. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 
Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran  (dat. 
X/XVI c.) was corrected 
unknown dat. >henceforth : ms. Mmg.]
Text type (B.3) : short version of case 3
 The ms. owned b\ $bɫ al-ʿ$bbös 
al-/awNarƮ ( ?)
dat. before ;,,th c. ---
 0s. with which ms. Ƽstanbul 
Sle\mani\e .tphanesi <eni 
&kmi 770 (dat. 888H/1483) was 
collated 
unknown dat. >henceforth : ms. Yi.l.]
0s. Tehran .itöbপönah-i 0illƮ 
Malik 1057
dat. IXth H/XVth c. ms. () in $ppendix $ 
>henceforth : ms. K]
0s. 0aɐhad .itöbপönah-i Įstön-i 
4uds-i 5azavƮ 
dat. XIth/XVIIth c. ms. () in $ppendix $ 
>henceforth : ms. Q]
Text type (B.4) : short version of case 5
0s. Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e 
.tphanesi <eni &kmi +atice 
Sultan 208
unknown dat. ms. () in $ppendix $ 
>henceforth : ms. H]
Text A. 0s. * and the /atin translation are the onl\ witnesses that attest 
a short version of all the passages listed in section ,,, (cases -). 0s. * is an 
undated manuscript ver\ liNel\ considerabl\ earlier than the sixteenth-centur\ 
silvia di vincenzo38
ownership statements that can be found on its title page25. Besides the section of 
Logic of the əifāʾ it also preserves the 1atural 3hilosoph\ and the 0etaph\sics. 
The /atin translation on the other hand is based on an unNnown $rabic exemplar 
that must have been at least earlier than the second half of the twelfth centur\.
Text B. $ first group of witnesses of text % (text type B.1) is composed b\ two 
thirteenth-centur\ manuscripts (mss. -E) and b\ a seventh-centur\ one (ms. &) that 
agree in preserving a short version of the same selected passages (section ,,, cases 
- ). To these extant manuscripts a reconstructed witness can be added namel\ 
the manuscript with which ms. * was collated : in fact, a second handwriting 
integrates in the margins of ms. * onl\ those passages that are also preserved 
b\ the witnesses attesting a %. t\pe text (i.e. cases -) apparentl\ because the 
manuscript it was collated with omitted the others (cases - ) liNe mss. -E&. 
$rguabl\ mss. E& are stemmaticall\ related : more in particular ms. & is ver\ liNel\ 
a descriptus of ms. E26. 0s. - is a Tuite interesting witness among the earliest at our 
disposal for $vicenna·s 0adḫal that presents on its title page among several other 
possession notes the one allegedl\ written b\ 1aɓƮr al-DƮn al-ɥɫsƮ27.
Text type B.2 namel\ a text attesting a short version of cases - onl\ has as 
its extant witnesses two thirteenth-centur\ manuscripts preserved in Ƽstanbul 
namel\ mss. T28 and $. To these two testimonia we can also add the manuscript 
with which ms. M was collated : a huge portion of text was evidentl\ omitted in 
the antigraph of the manuscript (probabl\ because of a maMor material damage 
like the loss of a folio), then the portion omitted was reintegrated in the margins, 
supposedl\ b\ collation. The manuscript with which ms. 0 was collated however 
supposedl\ omitted the same portions of text omitted b\ mss. T$. 
25 )or a complete codicological description of ms. * see -. -. wItkaM, Avicenna’s &op\ists at :orN  
&odicoloJical Features of tKe 7Zo Leiden 0anuscripts of tKe .itöb al-Shiföʾ « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 223-
255, esp. pp. 225-233.
26 -ust to provide a few examples in support of this claim the two manuscripts share the 
omission of the clause allatī Ki\a iƤdj al-ḫamsa Ki\a in . al-0adḫal ,. p. .- &airo ed. and both 
manuscripts leave a blanN space instead of the word mudāZima in . al-0adḫal, I.14, p. 84.21-22 Cairo 
ed. 0oreover in . al-0adḫal ,,. p. .- &airo ed. the\ both have a misunderstanding of Za-
l-ʿaraŐ al-ʿāmm as lā Na-l-ʿaraŐ al-ʿāmm. 0s. & then shows some mistaNes of its own that cannot be 
found in ms. E which means that ms. & is arguabl\ a cop\ derived ³ directl\ or not ³ from ms. E.
27 The ownership statement is also accompanied b\ a certificate claiming that the statement is 
reall\ b\ the hand of 1aɓƮr al-DƮn al-ɥɫsƮ ; see also Mahda9ī, FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā 
cit. p. . ,t can be reconstructed from the ownership statements it preserves that ms. - was later 
owned b\ ʿ$bd al-5aƤman ,bn ʿ$lƮ ,bn 0uʾa\\ad (who wrote his note dated to the  əaʿbön +/st 
0a\  in &onstantinople) and together with a second volume reportedl\ completing ms. - b\ a 
0uɓɡafj ,bn ʿ$bd al-DƮn ,l\ös ,bn 0uƤammad (on ŗɫ l-4aʿda +/2ctober-1ovember ).
28 0s. T preserves the section of /ogic and the first fann of the section of 1atural 3hilosoph\ 
of the əifāʾ but the two sections were evidentl\ copied b\ two different cop\ists. The colophon at 
the end of the section of Logic reports that the manuscript was copied in Baghdad in 677H/1278-9. 
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Finally, I call text type B.3 the text of the manuscripts attesting a shorter 
version of the text for case  onl\ liNe mss. . and 4. 0s. . and 4 are respectivel\ 
a fifteenth-centur\ and a seventeenth-centur\ witnesses onl\ preserving the 
section of Logic of the əifāʾ. 0s. < a complete fifteenth-centur\ cop\ of the əifāʾ, 
preserves all the crucial passages that are here taNen into consideration but shows 
nonetheless a piece of evidence that a manuscript with which it was collated did 
not preserve the clause at case  whose beginning and end are marNed in ms. < b\ 
two interlinear signs delimiting the clause that was found absent in the manuscript 
emplo\ed for the collation. ,t can be Tuestioned whether the manuscript that al-
/awNarƮ had at his disposal attested a similar text or not for we are sure that it 
must have at least preserved a short version of the case  but whether it attested 
a short version of the cases  - as well cannot be determined. 
)inall\ ms. + attests a short version of the passage at case  (text type 
B.4) even though a marginal correction restores the long version of the text. 
8nfortunatel\ we have little information on this manuscript which is an 
undated cop\ that onl\ preserves the section of /ogic of the əifāʾ. 
***
This classification of the witnesses allows some preliminar\ considerations. 
*iven that the h\pothesis ,. of an accident of transmission affecting the passages 
can be Mudged less liNel\ than the others (as it will be better argued in section ,,,) 
it remains the possibilit\ of considering this division of the witnesses in the light 
of h\potheses ,. and ,,. $ssuming h\pothesis ,. text t\pe $ should be considered 
as the final step of a process of abridgement of the text onl\ partiall\ achieved in 
text t\pe %. ,n this case then the short version of the worN would have originated 
later than the long version. $ssuming on the other hand h\pothesis ,, then the 
short version (in the form of text $) should be considered as the starting point of 
a process of revision of the text that ultimatel\ resulted in the long version of the 
text and of which text t\pe % attests an intermediate stage29.
29 ,t can be suggested that the manuscripts classified as preserving a text t\pe % in Tab.  attest 
a stage of partial integration of the textual additions within the text. This might have occurred in 
several wa\s : the\ could all derive from a cop\ attesting the short version of the text then the\ 
could have been collated with witnesses of the long recension and conseTuentl\ have accomplished 
at least a partial integration of the clauses that lacNed in their antigraphs. This process is visible 
in ms. * where a second handwriting adds in the margins a part of the lacNing passages arguabl\ 
comparing ms. * with an exemplar that preserved a text t\pe %.  a cop\ drawn from ms. * could 
well incorporate in the main text the marginal addition and therefore presenting a text t\pe 
%.. $nother possibilit\ is that of supposing that the short and the long versions of the text both 
originate from a manuscript in which the textual additions characterising the long version were in 
the margins and that the manuscripts of t\pe % descend from exemplars that failed for some reasons 
to integrate all the additions within the text. $ possible reason for such an imperfect integration 
could be that the additions were graduall\ written in the margins of the manuscript at different 
stages and that copies drawn before their creation could not cop\ them. ,n the present paper , shall 
not tr\ to provide a definite answer to this problem confining m\self to ponder these possibilities. 
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III. the cases of dIverGence Between the short and the lonG versIons
,n what follows some cases of divergence between the short and the long 
versions are examined more in detail. *iven that in some of the cases displa\ed 
below both the short and the long versions of the passages do apparentl\ 
perfectl\ fit within the context whereas in others the clauses exclusivel\ 
preserved in the long recension entail some st\listic s\ntactical or doctrinal 
issues , will start b\ discussing the less problematic cases to conclude with the 
most puzzling ones. 
III.1. 8nproblematic cases (cases -
[Case 1] Kitāb al-Madhal, II.1, p. 93.1-5 Cairo ed. : « As to the properties in 
virtue of which the genus differs from the rest the first of the widespread ones 
is that the genus is predicated of more >items@ than those of which differentia 
species, proprium and accident are predicated. As to the fact that the genus 
is more comprehensive than differentia species and proprium it is something 
evident : the proprium belongs specificall\ to >its@ species and so does the 
differentia, but according to a condition he >scil. 3orph\r\@ didn·t posit namel\ 
that the comparison is made between the genus and the differentia ranged 
under it and the proprium ranged under it. As to what concerns the accident, 
>on the contrar\@ it is not self-evident >...@ ».
 ̆
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IBn sīnā, . al-0adḫal, II.1, 
p. 93.1-5
Latin translation
(cf. Ven. 1508 f. 10ra) lawkarī, p. 169.10-13 
اــهب  نــيابي  يــتلا  صاوــلخا  اــمأو 
تاروهــشلما لوأــف ،هرــيغ ســنلجا 
ىـلع لـمحي َسـنلجا َّنأ وـه اـهنم 
لــصفلا  هــيلع  لــمحي  اــمم  رــثكأ 
ّنأ اـّمأ .ضرـعلاو ةـصالخاو عوـنلاو 
لــصفلا نــم اــيِوُح رــثكأ ســنلجا 
؛رـهاظ ٌرـمأ وـهف ،ةـصالخاو عوـنلاو 
؛عوــنلا  صــخت  َةــصالخا  َّنإــف 
طرــشب نــكلو ،لــصفلا كــ لذكو 
نـب سـياقي نأ وـهو ،هطرـشي مـل 
ٍةــصاخو هــتتح ٍلــصف نــبو ســنلجا 
اــ نيب ســ يلف ضرــ علا اــ مأو .1هــ تتح 
]...[  هــسفنب
_________
1.  هــتتح  —  نــكلو om. E*-& 
(add in mJ. -)
3roprietatum vero Tuibus 
differt genus1 ab aliis 
prima divulgata haec est2, 
quia3 genus praedicatur de 
pluribus Tuam differentia 
et species et proprium et 
accidens, sed hoc quod 
praedicatur de pluribus 
quam species et differentia 
et proprium4 manifestum 
est : proprietas enim 
propria est unius speciei 
tantum. Similiter et 
differentia. 
De accidente autem5 
non ita patet per se >...@
_________
1. differt genus inv. U : 
genus om. B || 2. haec est] est 
hic BU || 3. quia] cum add. 
BU || 4. species — proprium] 
differentia proprium et 
species in quantum BU || 5. de 
accidente autem] de accidente 
vero %8
نــيابي  اــهب  يــتلا  صاوــلخا  اــمأو 
تاروهــشلما لوأــف ،هرــيغ ســنلجا 
ىـلع لـمحي َسـنلجا َّنأ وـه اـهنم 
لــصفلا  هــيلع  لــمحي  اــمم  رــثكأ 
َّنإــف  ؛رــهاظ  ٌرــمأف  aةــصالخاو 
كــلذكو ؛عوــنلا صــخت َةــصالخا 
مــل  طرــشب  نــكلو  ،لــصفلا 
نــب  ســياقي  نأ  وــهو  ،هطرــشي 
ٍةــصاخو هــتتح ٍلــصف نــبو ســنلجا 
اــنيب ســيلف ضرــعلا اــمأو .هــتتح 
]...[  هــسفنب
a Seemingly, a saut du mrme au mrme due to the repetition of al-ḫāɓɓa affected /awNarƮ·s text.
[Case 2] Kitāb al-Madhal, II.2, p. 99.3-7 Cairo ed. : « %ut in this divergence 
another feature is negated from the species namel\ that it is not univocall\ 
>and@ universall\ predicated of the genus and this >feature@ negated doesn·t 
correspond to that >feature@ affirmed but the form of this divergence is that the 
species is not compared with the genus in what the genus >has@ with respect to 




IBn sīnā, . al-0adḫal, II.2, p. 99.3-7 Latin translation(cf. Ven. 1508 f. 10vb)
ةــفص ةــ نيابلما هذــه يــ ف عوــ نلا نــع بلــست اــ نمإ لــ ب 
ؤــطاوتلاب ســنلجا ىــلع لــمحي لا هــنأ يــهو ،ىرــخأ 
كــلذ  وــه  بولــسلما  اذــه  ســيلو  ،اــيلك  اــمح 
لا عوــنلا  نأ ةــنيابلما  هذــه ةروــص نــكل ،بــجولما 
لا اذـهو ،عوـنلا دـنع سـنجلل اـميف سـنلجا ئـفاكي 
]...[ ىرــخأ ةــنيابمو .1نــفلتخم نــب لاإ ىــتأتي 
_________
1.  نفلتخم — اذهϭ om. E*-& 
>+oc autem non negatur a specie 
secundum hunc modum] sed aliter, 
scilicet1 quia non praedicatur de genere2 
univoce et universaliter3, hoc autem4 
negatum non est illud5 affirmatum. 
)orma vero huius differentiae6 haec est, 
quod species non est par generi7 in eo 
Tuod habet genus erga species. ,tem 
alia differentia >...@
_________
1. scilicet om. BU || 2. scilicet add. BU || 3. 
univoce et universaliter inv. BU || 4. hoc autem] 
si autem M : autem om. BU || 5. non est illud] ad 
BU || 6. huius differentiae om. BU || 7. est par 
generi] pars generis BU 
Cases 1-2. $mong the cases of divergence between the short and the long 
versions of $vicenna·s 0adḫal here presented, there are at least two (cases 1-2) 
in which the two versions both produce two unproblematic texts with the onl\ 
difference that the long version preserves some further remarNs that are absent 
in the short one. ,n both cases the short version is represented b\ four extant 
$rabic manuscripts (mss. E*-&) and the twelfth-centur\ /atin translation ; in the 
onl\ case in which a comparison with /awNarƮ·s %a\ān al-ƤaTT bi-Őimān al-ɓidT is 
possible (namel\ case ) /awNarƮ·s text sides with the long version. 
,n case  the long version adds a condition that is not explicit in the text 
of the short version namel\ that the comparison between the genus and the 
other predicables regarding their extension in predication is made b\ taNing 
into account onl\ the predicables that are ranged under the genus in 3orph\r\·s 
tree (i.e. the predicables that are not more general than it). This idea which is 
implicitl\ acNnowledged in the short version is overtl\ stated in the long one. 
,n case  the long version adds the specification that a comparison of the Nind 
proposed in the text is onl\ possible between two different things. 
The absence in the short version of the clauses preserved in the long version can 
hardl\ be explained as the result of a mere accident of transmission (h\pothesis 
I.1) : as omissions, in fact, they are quite macroscopic, and there are not the 
conditions to suppose that the\ could have been easil\ accidentall\ omitted during 
the cop\ (for instance because of a homoioteleuton or a saut du mrme au mrme, or 
b\ accidentall\ sNipping a line during the process of cop\). 1oteworth\ neither 
the s\ntax nor the content of the text are affected b\ these omissions. 
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Seemingl\ there are not compelling reasons that might have led to the 
voluntar\ suppression of the clauses in cases  and  (h\pothesis ,.) since 
apparentl\ there is no problem in Neeping the two clauses as part of the text 
and it is a bit difficult to imagine wh\ one could have wanted to cut off some 
further clarifications he found in $vicenna·s text. On the other hand, there 
are no specific reasons to suspect that the clauses that are absent in the short 
version could be the result of a later addition in the long version (h\pothesis ,,). 
*iven that the presence or absence of these clauses does not affect the text 
neither from a s\ntactical nor from a doctrinal point of view the nature of the 
divergence between the short and the long version can hardl\ be Mudged on the 
basis of these first two cases.
III.2. A sliJKtl\ problematic case (case 
[Case 3] Kitāb al-Madhal, II.1, p. 91.8-12 Cairo ed. : « /et·s start with 
the common features and sa\ that the one that is common to >all@ the five 
>predicables@ is that the\ are universal i.e. predicated of man\ >items@. If 
the author of al-0adḫal >IsaJoJe "@ acNnowledged this >point@ then he already 
acNnowledged the defect of the descriptions belonging to differentia, proprium 
and accident since he forgot to mention universalit\ in them. All of them >i.e. 
the predicables@ share something else too >...@ ».
IBn sīnā, . al-0adḫal II.1, p. 
91.8-12
Latin translation
(cf. Ven. 1508 ff. 9vb-10ra) lawkarī, p. 167.3-4 
 ،تاكراـشلماب أدبنلو ]...[ 
مــعت  يــتلا  ةكراــشلما  ّنإ  لوــقنف 
ةلوقم يأ ةـيلك اـهنأ يـه ةـسملخا 
اذـهب فرـتعا اذإو .نـيريثك ىـلع 
فرــتعا  دــقف  ،لــخدلما  فــ ِّنَصُم 
لــصفلل  يــتلا  موــسرلا  صــقنب 
اـهيف لـفغأ ْذإ ،ضرـعلاو ةـصالخاو 
اـهعيمج كرتـشتو .1ةـيلكلا رـكذ 
]...[ رــخآ ءيــش يــ ف
_________
1. ةــيلكلا  —  اذإو om. 
T*4$.+<i.l. add in mJ. *2 
>...@ Et1 incipiemus a 
communitatibus dicentes 
quod communitas in qua 
conveniunt haec TuinTue2 
est haec, scilicet quod 
universalia sunt id est3 
praedicabilia de pluribus. 
Sed omnia conveniunt in 
alio >...@.
_________
1. et om. BU || 2. haec 
quinque om. BU || 3. id est om. 
B U
يــتلا  ةكراــشلما  ّنإ  لوــقن 
يأ ةــيلك اــهنأ يــه ةــسملخا مــعت 
كرتــشتو .نــيريثك ىــلع ةــلوقم 
]...[ رــخآ ءيــش يــف اــهعيمج
 ̆
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Case 3 : a critical reference to Porphyry. $ bit more revealing though still 
not an extremel\ problematic one is case . 0ore precisel\ the sources for the 
short version are in this case five preserved $rabic manuscripts (mss. T*4$.) 
a reconstructed $rabic manuscript (the one with which ms. < was collated) 
the twelfth-century Latin translation and the early indirect tradition (a literal 
Tuotation in /awNarƮ·s %a\ān al-ƤaTT bi-Őimān al-ɓidT), whereas the rest of the 
tradition attest the long version of the passage. $gain h\pothesis ,. appears 
as the less attractive : in this case the short version would have accidentall\ 
omitted a Tuite long passage but it is difficult to find a convincing explanation 
of the genesis of such an omission. 
The clause lacNing in the short version comments upon the first feature 
shared b\ all the five universal utterances introduced b\ 3orph\r\ namel\ that 
insofar as the\ are universal the\ are all predicated of man\ items30. The clause 
at staNe more in particular claims that since ¶the author of 0adḫal· (muɓannif 
al-0adḫal) admits this point, then he also admits that the descriptions of the 
five universals provided before are defective since the\ omit the mention of 
universalit\. The mention of a muɓannif al-0adḫal in the passage (p. 91.8-12 Cairo 
ed.) is quite odd for two main reasons : (i) first the clause muɓannif al-0adḫal 
is, in itself, peculiar, if compared to the usus scribendi of $vicenna. (i.a) This 
occurrence of the term muɓannif would be the onl\ one that could be found in 
$vicenna·s worNs for it is never emplo\ed elsewhere b\ $vicenna and (i.b) if we 
taNe this expression as referring to 3orph\r\ the mention of 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe 
as ¶al-0adḫal· would be Tuite unusual for $vicenna who usuall\ refers to that 
work as ƺsāƑūǧī31. $lthough it cannot be definitel\ excluded that $vicenna might 
have chosen to refer once to 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe as 0adḫal, it is nonetheless quite 
a remarNable exception. (i.c) *enerall\ speaNing 3orph\r\ is rarel\ referred to 
in such an explicit manner b\ $vicenna·s part especiall\ in 0adḫal ; in fact, he 
is explicitl\ mentioned as ɓāƤib ƺsāƑūǧī (¶the author of the IsaJoJe·) in 0adḫal, 
I.13 (p. 80.12 Cairo ed.) and in Iɐārāt, ,,. (p. . ed. Dun\a) but more often 
he is simply referred to as al-raǧul (¶>this@ man·)32 or b\ means of periphrases33. 
30 PorPh., IsaJ., p. 13.10-21 Busse.
31 3robabl\ also to distinguish 3orph\r\·s worN from his own reworNing of it (preferabl\ 
named 0adḫal)  for 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe referred to as ƺsāƑūǧī, see 1afs, I.1, p. 9.9 ; V.6, p. 213.2 ed. 
0adNɫr ; Ǧadal, I.6, p. 57.8  p. . ed. 0adNɫr ; as .itāb ƺsāƑūǧī : %urKān, II.2, p. 130.18 ed. ʿ$fƮfƮ ; 
Ǧadal, I.6, p. 62.3-4  - ed. 0adNɫr.
32 Cf. 0adḫal, II.2, p. 100.7, 11 ; p. 102.11 ; p. 103.4 Cairo ed. and 0adḫal, II.3, p. 106.7 Cairo ed.
33 3orph\r\ is referred to as aZZalu man Taddama maʿrifata KāŏiKi l-ḫamsati ʿalj l-manɡiTi (¶the 
first who made the Nnowledge of these five >universal utterances@ precede the /ogic·) in 0adḫal, I.14 
(p. 86.5 Cairo ed.) ; as aZZalu man afrada li-KāŏiKi l-ḫamsati l-Nulli\\āti Nitāban (¶the first who devoted 
a booN to these five universals·) in 0adḫal, II.3 (p. 109.5-6 Cairo ed.) and as man Taɓada taTdīm Kāŏā 
l-Nitāb (¶who aimed at maNing this booN precede >$ristotle·s /ogic@·) in 0adḫal, I.13 (p. 77.9 Cairo ed.).
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+ence a reference to 3orph\r\ as muɓannif al-0adḫal seems quite unusual for 
$vicenna if compared to the usual lexicon emplo\ed b\ the author (i.a-b) and to 
the usuall\ indirect wa\ in which he mostl\ refers to 3orph\r\ (i.c).
(ii) Secondl\ it is true that $vicenna must be referring to 3orph\r\ when 
presenting the first feature shared b\ the five universal utterances though not 
explicitl\ ascribing it to him  it should be noticed however that he speaNs in 
a Tuite general wa\ of a pluralit\ of philosophers claiming that he will confine 
himself to what tKe\ mentioned (p. 91.8 : Za-l-naTtaɓir ʿalj mā aZradūKu minKu). 
The abrupt shifting between a plural and generic reference (aZradū ¶the\ 
mentioned·) to a ver\ specific singular one (Za-iŏā ʿtarafa bi-Kāŏā muɓannif al-
0adḫal, « and since the author of 0adḫal admitted this... ») that we find in the 
passage seems Tuite out of place from a st\listic point of view especiall\ given 
that all the other critical references in the chapter though evidentl\ referred to 
3orph\r\ are expressed b\ means of generic plural references34. 
,n spite of these minor st\listic difficulties however the presence of the clause 
at staNe does not entail an\ maMor s\ntactical or doctrinal problem within the 
context. So far then there is too scarce evidence to tell whether the clause was 
part of the text from its first redaction (and then intentionall\ omitted according 
to hypothesis I.2) or it was rather added to it at a second moment (hypothesis II). 
,n what follows on the other hand two more problematic cases shall be presented 
in which s\ntactical and doctrinal issues arise in the attempt of verif\ing the 
consistenc\ of the clauses absent in the short version with the context.
III.3. 3roblematic cases (cases -
[Case 4] Kitāb al-Madhal, II.2, p. 101.7-9 Cairo ed. : « $nd this divergence 
subsists between the genus and the permanent and common proprium 
or between the two natures of genus and proprium unrestrictedl\ since 
that >nature@ is not a subMect of predication whereas this one is, I mean this 
convertibilit\. >$nother@ divergence encompassed >in it@ follows this one >...@ ». 
34 -ust to provide a few examples closel\ following the passage at staNe cf. p. . : Za-Tad 
maɠɠalū (« the\ alread\ exemplified ») ; p. 92.5 : fa-lam \uƤsinū fī īrādiKim Kāŏā l-miɠāl (« the\ weren·t 
right in introducing this example ») ; p. 92.7 : ʿindaKum (« according to them ») and lam \aʿnū 
(« the\ didn·t mean »).
 ̆
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IBn sīnā, . al-0adḫal, II.2, p. 101.7-9 Latin translation
(cf. Ven. 1508 f. 11ra)
ةــمئادلا  ةــصالخاو ســنلجا نــب  ةــنيابلما  هذــهو 
؛اــقلطم ةــصالخاو ســنلجا يــتعيبط نــب وأ ،ةــماعلا 
اذــه  يــنعأ  ،1لــمتتح  هذــهو  لــمتتح  لا  كــلت  ذإ 
نــمض  يــف  يــه  ةــنيابم  هذــه  عــبتيو  .2ســكعلا 
]...[  كــلت 
_________
1.لــمتتح]  لــمتتح  دــق -&Es.l.*2 || 2. —  نــب  وأ 
ســكعلا om T0mg.*$ add in mJ. *2
Haec autem differentia est inter genus 
et proprium commune substantiale*. 3ost 
hanc autem sequitur1 alia differentia quae 
continetur in ea >...@
_________
1. sequitur] sequetur BU
_________
 Substantiale@ fort leJit ŏöti\\a pro döʾima
 
Case 4 : the counterpredication of propria. In this case, the clause with regard 
to which the two versions diverge is omitted b\ the /atin translation and b\ the 
manuscripts of t\pe $ and %. (see Tab.  above) against the rest of the tradition. 
The context in which the possibl\ suspected passage is located is $vicenna·s 
commentar\ to 3orph\r\·s statement that « a proprium is counterpredicated of 
that of which it is a proprium, a genus is not counterpredicated of anything »35. 
3orph\r\·s statement means that the proprium applies to what the species of 
which it is predicated applies to and conversel\ whereas the case of the genus 
with respect to its species is different36. $vicenna seems to propose at a first 
stage a restriction of the validit\ of the statement to those propria that are 
permanent and common to all of their subMects. The reason for such a restriction 
lies in 3orph\r\·s individuation of four Ninds of proprium of which onl\ the 
last one ³ namel\ the proprium alwa\s and commonl\ belonging to its species 
³ is finall\ said to be ¶proprium· in the proper sense meant in logic37. $rguabl\ 
$vicenna wanted to prevent the inference that the Nind of proprium that doesn·t 
alwa\s belong to its species or not to all of it can be counterpredicated as well 
because this holds true onl\ if it belongs to the species and onl\ for the members 
of the species to which it belongs. 
35 PorPh., IsaJ., p. 16.11-14 Busse.
36 Two things are said to ¶counterpredicate· (gr.ਕȞĲȚțĮĲȘȖȠȡİ૙ıșĮȚ) when the one applies to 
ever\thing the other applies to and conversel\. Two examples of counterpredication are that of 
the thing and its definition (e.g. ¶human· and ¶rational animal· since ever\ human is a rational 
animal and ever\ rational animal is a human) and that of the thing and its proprium (e.g. ¶human· 
and ¶capable of laughing· since ever\ human is capable of laughing and ever\ being capable of 
laughing is a human). The genus and each one of its species do not counterpredicate because 
the genus applies to more items than those each one of its species applies to (e.g. ¶animal· and its 
species ¶human· since ever\ human is an animal but not ever\ animal is a human).
37 PorPh., IsaJ., p. 12.13-22 Busse.
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,nterestingl\ the suspected clause is a sort of correction to $vicenna·s 
own restriction stating that 3orph\r\·s statement might be considered as 
valid for the natures of proprium and genus in general (muɡlaTan), i.e. without 
an\ further specification since the proprium can be counterpredicated (in 
case it permanentl\ belongs to all the individuals of the species of which it is 
predicated) whereas the genus never can38. )rom a doctrinal point of view the 
suspected passage seemingl\ represents a shift within $vicenna·s first intention 
to confine the validit\ of 3orph\r\·s statement to a certain Nind of proprium. 
)rom a s\ntactic point of view the last part of the relevant passage is rather 
problematic : in fact it is Tuite difficult to understand the passage aʿnī Kāŏā l-ʿaNs 
(« , mean this convertibilit\ ») within the structure of the clause, from which it 
appears to be detached.
[Case 5] Kitāb al-Madhal, II.1, p. 93.5-11 Cairo ed. : « As to what concerns 
the accident it is not in itself evident that it is necessar\ >for it@ to have a minor 
extension than the genus  this because the properties of the ten categories 
that we will mention later are common accidents to the categories· species 
therefore being not minor in extension than the genus on the contrar\ among 
them there is what is more common and greater >in extension@ liNe the fact that 
substance is established according to a uniTue definition in a wa\ that it doesn·t 
undergo more and less is more common than substance. ,f someone sa\s that 
this is a negation and that no meaning is under it it is still possible for us to find 
concomitants and accidents that are more common than each category, as one 
and existent or as created or liNe motion for it is greater >in extension@ than 
the rational animal which is, according to him (scil. 3orph\r\) a genus for ¶man·. 
The second divergence >...@ ».
38 &ertain manuscripts preserve a Tad before the verb taƤtamilu (¶is predicated·) referring 
to the nature of the proprium : the Tad conve\s in this context a potential meaning so that it 
should be understood : « whereas this one >namel\ the nature of the proprium@ could besometimes 
is counterpredicated ». 
 ̆
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IBn sīnā, . al-0adḫal II.1, p. 93.5-11 Latin translation(cf. Ven. 1508 f. 10ra)
نوكي نأ بـجي هـنأ هـسفنب اـ ِّنيب سـيلف ضرـعلا اـمأو 
رـشعلا تلاوقلما صاوـخ ّنأ كـلذو ،سـنلجا نـم ّلـقأ 
،اــهعاونلأ ةــماع ضارــعأ يــه دــعب اــهركذن يــتلا 
اـم اـهنم لـب ،اـهمومع يـف سـنلجا نـم ّلـقأ تـسيلو 
ىــلع اــ تباث رــهولجا نوــك َّنأ اــمك ،رــ ثكأو ّمــعأ وــه 
ّمــ عأ وــ ه فــعضلأاو دــشلأا لــ بقي اــ ف دــحاو ٍّدــح 
سـيلو ،ٌبلـس اذـه َّنإ : لـئاق لاـق ْنإـف .رـهولجا نـم 
ضراوــ عو مزاوــ ل دــنج نأ اــ ننكيم دــقف ،ىــ نعم هــ تتح 
لــب ،دوــجولماكو دــحاولاك ،ٍةــلوقم ٍةــلوقم نــم ّمــعأ 
ناوـيلحا نـم رـثكأ اـهنإف ةـكرلحا لـثم لـب ،ثدـلمحاك 
ةــنيابلماو  .ناــسنلإل  هدــنع  ســنج  وــهو  ،قــطانلا 
]…[ ةــ يناثلا
_________
1.ناسنلإا — لب  om. E*-& om et add in mJ H
De accidente autem1 non2 ita patet per se 
an debeat esse minus genere. 3roprietates 
enim decem praedicamentorum de 
Tuibus postea loTuemur3 sunt accidentia 
communia4 speciebus eorum et non sunt 
inferiores generibus5 in sua communitate. 
Est autem Tuaedam ex illis6 communior et 
maior7, sicut hoc8 Tuod substantia est ita9 
fixa Tuod non recipit magis et minus : hoc 
enim communior est10 Tuam substantia. 
Si autem quis11 dixerit Tuod haec negatio 
est12, quae non continet intentionem 
aliquam13 possumus invenire comitantia 
et accidentia quae sunt communiora 
unoquoque praedicamentorum, sicut est 
unum et14 ens et sicut incipere vel15 fieri*. 
Differentia autem secunda >...@
_________
1. de accidente autem@ de accidente vero 
BU  : autem om. V || 2. non@ Tuod * __ 3. de 
Tuibus ³ loTuemur om. BU || 4. de Tuibus postea 
loquemur add. BU || 5. generibus@ genere %8 __ 
6. ex illis@ ex istis %8 __ 7. communior et maior] 
maior et communior BU || 8. sicut hoc om. BU 
|| 9. est ita inv. 013* __ 10. est om. BUM || 11. 
quis om. BU || 12. est om. %8013 __ 13. aliquam] 
quicquam BU || 14. et om. BU || 15. vel@ et %8
_________
 sicut incipere vel fieri@ duple[ translatio : ar. 
Na-l-muƤdaɠ
Case 5 : the example of ‘motion’. The passage aims at demonstrating that 
the accident has not alwa\s a minor extension in predication than the genus ; the 
first instance mentioned is that of a feature such as the fact of not undergoing 
more and less which belongs to more than Must one of the highest genera (for it 
belongs to the categor\ of substance as well as for instance to the categor\ of 
Tuantit\) therefore having a wider extension of predication than a genus. Then 
$vicenna imagines a possible obMection to the example he provided namel\ that 
the feature mentioned (¶not undergoing more and less·) is actuall\ the negation 
(salb) of a feature rather than a feature. ,n order to avoid such an obMection 
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$vicenna mentions the case of some concomitants and accidents that are more 
general than each categor\ liNe ¶one· (al-ZāƤid) ¶existent· (al-maZǧūd) and 
¶created· (al-muƤdaɠ). $s to ¶one· and ¶existent· the\ are the two transcendental 
notions predicated of all the categories39  as to the term ¶created· it is arguabl\ 
a notion that can be applied to all the items that are classified in the categories 
as well. ,n fact it should not be taNen as if it Must applied to non-eternal items (to 
the exclusion therefore of the eternal substances) : in fact b\ the term muƤdaɠ, 
$vicenna Tualifies an\ item that is essentiall\ — not temporally — posterior to 
the 1ecessar\ Existent40, hence the term can be predicated of all items other 
than the 1ecessar\ Existent himself41. $s is evident the whole argumentation 
is set at the level of the highest genera since once it is demonstrated that a 
certain accident is more common than a single summum genus, no other genus 
with a wider extension of predication can be found to obMect that the accident 
has however a smaller extension of predication than that other superior genus. 
3roblems arise when one tries to explain the mention of ¶motion· (al-ƤaraNa) 
that is brought in b\ the suspect passage within this frame. ,n fact ¶motion· 
seemingl\ doesn·t fit well in this list of examples both for linguistic and doctrinal 
reasons : (i) first of all it is the onl\ name within a list of adMectival attributes 
which is quite strange  (ii) secondl\ it is doubtful how to understand the term 
¶ƤaraNa· in this context. 
(i) $s to the linguistic peculiarit\ of the mention of ¶motion· within the 
passage it won·t be taNen as a decisive argument to rule out the possibilit\ that 
39 Cf. IBn sīnā, IlāKi\\āt, III.2, p. 103.7-9 Cairo ed. : « The one ma\ correspond with the existent 
in that the one liNe the existent is said of each one of the categories. %ut the meaning of the two 
differs as \ou have Nnown. The\ agree in that neither of them designates the substance of an\one 
thing. This \ou have Nnown » (Transl. 0. E. MarMura, Avicenna 7Ke Metaphysics of the Healing, 
%righam <oung 8niversit\ 3ress 3rovo 8tah  p. ).
40 IBn sīnā, IlāKi\\āt, VIII.3, pp. 342.17-343.6 Cairo ed. : « Ever\thing is originated (Ƥādiɠ) from 
that 2ne that 2ne being the originator (muƤdiɠ) of it, since the originated (al-muƤdaɠ) is that which 
comes into being after not having been. ,f this posteriorit\ were temporal then the antecedent 
precedes it and ceases to exist with its origination. The >antecedent@ would hence be described 
as something that was before and is now no more. +ence nothing would have become disposed 
to become originated unless there had been something before it that ceases to exist b\ its coming 
into existence. Thus origination from absolute nonexistence ³ which is creation ³ becomes false 
and meaningless. 5ather the posteriorit\ here is essential posteriorit\. )or the state of affairs 
that a thing possesses from itself precedes that which it has from another. ,f it has existence and 
necessit\ from another then from itself it has nonexistence and possibilit\. ,ts nonexistence was 
prior to its existence and its existence is posterior to nonexistence >involving@ a priorit\ and 
posteriorit\ in essence. +ence ever\thing except the )irst 2ne comes to exist after not having 
been in virtue of what it itself deserves » (Transl. MarMura, Avicenna 7Ke Metaphysics of the 
+ealing cit. pp. - slightl\ modified).
41 ,t is worth recalling that for the mature $vicenna *od is neither a substance nor an 
accident and therefore exceeds the ten categories. 
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it is actuall\ part of the text since it could also be admitted as a loose wa\ to 
mean al-mutaƤarriN. 
(ii) 0ore challenging is the doctrinal issue. :e should expect in the passage 
another example of a concomitant more general than each categor\ (which is 
indeed the case of ¶one· ¶existent· and ¶created· as previousl\ argued)  ¶motion· 
however seemingl\ doesn·t satisf\ this reTuirement in $vicenna·s view. 
$vicenna provides a definition of ¶motion· in the first chapter of the second 
treatise of the 3K\sics of the əifāʾ42, and a discussion of its categorial status in 
the second chapter of the same treatise43 to which , will come bacN shortl\. 
In the section corresponding to the &ateJories $vicenna criticizes a group of 
philosophers who believe that motion is a genus external to the ten categories 
encompassing the categories of Tualit\ Tuantit\ and place (T). 
T1. IBn sīnā, 0aTūlāt, II.4, p. 70.5-13 Cairo ed.
« +ere there occur some doubts concerning some things that are said to exist out 
of these ten >categories@ without being included in them among which there 
are things that are more common than a number of them liNe motion for it 
encompasses the >categories of@ Tualit\ Tuantit\ and place in a wa\. >...@ /et·s 
say : as to motion >(a)@ if it coincides with the categor\ of passion then it doesn·t 
add a genus >to the ten categories@  >(b)@ if >on the contrar\@ it doesn·t coincide 
with the categor\ of passion it is not necessar\ for it to be a genus ; rather, it is 
necessar\ for it to be predicated of its Ninds b\ ambiguit\ (bi-l-taɐNīN), and that 
this >element@ is what prevents to consider motion as the categor\ of passion 
itself in case it is impossible. 2therwise if there isn·t an\thing of this sort 
preventing >it@ then the categor\ of passion is motion itself but >our@ discourse 
will come bacN to it in its >proper@ place ».
,n the passage $vicenna refutes the idea endorsed b\ a group of 
philosophers that motion could be considered as a genus encompassing more 
42 See A. hasnawI, La dpfinition du mouvement dans la 3h\siTue du əiföʾ d’Avicenne, « $rabic 
Sciences and 3hilosoph\ », 11, 2001 pp. -. $s well underlined b\ +asnawi two senses of 
¶motion· are distinguished b\ $vicenna in this chapter namel\ a motion that is the conceived 
continuit\ of the process of motion from the ver\ beginning to the end (the ¶mouvement-· 
described b\ +asnawi) and a motion which is the intermediar\ state of the mobile subMect between 
the beginning and the end of the process (¶mouvement-· in +asnawi·s article). The most proper 
sense of ¶motion· is according to $vicenna the second one which is also the onl\ one having an 
extra-mental existence (whereas the first one is Must the mental conception of the whole process 
of motion and does not exist in the external realit\).
43 See A. hasnawI, Le statut catpJorial du mouvement cKez Avicenne  conte[te Jrec et postpritp 
mpdipvale latine in 5. Morelon, A. hasnawI eds., 'e =pnon d’elpe j 3oincarp - 5ecueil d’ptudes en KommaJe 
j 5osKdi 5asKed editions 3eeters /ouvain - 3aris  pp. -.
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than one categor\ b\ prospecting two alternatives namel\ that (a) motion 
coincides in fact with the categor\ of passion and (b) that it doesn·t coincide 
with that categor\ though without being a genus since in that case it would be 
predicated of its Ninds b\ ambiguit\ (bi-l-taɐNīN). The whole argument does not 
deal extensivel\ with the categorial status of motion (which in fact is postponed 
to the pertinent section of 3K\sics)  its purpose is rather that of reMecting the 
idea that motion could be an additional genus to the ten categories. 1onetheless 
$vicenna alread\ hints in the passage at what he more extensivel\ explains 
in the section of 3K\sics, namely that motion coincides with the category of 
passion which is the onl\ possibilit\ he taNes into account for the h\pothesis 
(a) according to which motion fits within the s\stem of the categories. ,n fact 
in Al-6amāʿ al-ɥabīʿī ,,. (T) $vicenna introduces three views concerning the 
problem of how motion fits within the categories. 
T2. IBn sīnā, Al-6amāʿ al-ɥabīʿī, II.2, p. 93.4-8 ed. Zayed44
« There has been a disagreement about motion·s relation to the categories. Some 
said (i) that motion is the category of passion, while others said (ii) that the term 
¶motion· applies purel\ eTuivocall\ to the Ninds that fall under it. Still others 
said (iii) that the term ¶motion· is an analogical term liNe the term ¶existence· 
which includes man\ things neither univocall\ nor purel\ eTuivocall\ but 
analogically  however the Ninds primaril\ included under the terms ¶existence· 
and ¶accident· are the categories >themselves@ whereas the Ninds included under 
the term ¶motion· are certain species or Ninds of the categories ».
The whole chapter is basicall\ devoted to the refutation of the second and 
the third views in favour of the first one45. +ence if we tooN ¶motion· in case 
 as an adeTuate example of something more general than a single categor\ 
liNe ¶existence· and ¶oneness· then we should admit within this text a non-
$vicennan view.
There are some further elements pointing at the fact that ¶motion· is not 
taNen as something which exceeds a single categor\ in the context of the 
passage in case . ,n fact the reason provided in the clause mentioning ¶motion· 
is, actually, that it is more general than the rational animal, which is a genus 
of man which seems to definitel\ rule out the possibilit\ that this clause is 
44 Translation in -. McGInnIs, Avicenna 7Ke 3h\sics of tKe Healing, %ooNs I and II,  Brigham Young 
8niversit\ 3ress 3rovo 8tah  p.  modified. See also the )rench translation of the passage 
in the aforementioned hasnawI, Le statut catpJorial du mouvement cKez Avicenne, p. 615.
45 IBn sīnā, Al-6amāʿ al-ɥabīʿī, II.2, p. 97.13-15 ed. Zayed : « Since the theories that we have 
displa\ed >so far@ but not accepted have been invalidated there remains the truth uniTuel\ 
namel\ the first theor\ ».
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referring to ¶motion· as something more general than a single categor\. ,t is 
ver\ liNel\ that ¶motion· has to be intended in this context as a Tuite slopp\ 
wa\ to mean ¶moving voluntaril\· (mutaƤarriN bi-l-irāda). In this sense, the 
example could somehow have a relation to the general context of the passage 
inasmuch as ¶capable of moving· is an instance of a concomitant feature that is 
more general than a genus, though not a highest one (i.e. not a category) : it is an 
example of common accident alread\ provided b\ 3orph\r\ in the IsaJoJe46 and 
elsewhere recalled b\ $vicenna himself47. ,n this sense though the example of 
¶motion· provided in the suspect clause seems to be out of place since the list of 
examples formed b\ ¶existent· ¶one· and ¶created· is meant to exemplif\ the case 
of accidents and concomitants that are more universal than the highest genera. 
0oreover not onl\ these examples but the whole argumentation is built around 
the highest genera : one of the first examples provided is that of ¶not undergoing 
more or less· (p. .) which is a feature common to more than one categor\48. 
The argument of the suspect passage on the other hand being built on an 
intermediate genus placed at a lower level of an ideal 3orph\r\·s tree is less 
convincing and definitive than $vicenna·s previous argument because one could 
still obMect to it that there are higher genera that have a greater extension in 
predication than that concomitant feature whereas it is impossible to move such 
an obMection if the whole argument is brought at the level of the highest genera.
To conclude no matter in which sense we understand the term ƤaraNa — i.e. 
as motion in general or as the suspect passage itself suggests as the capabilit\ 
of moving voluntaril\ ³ the example turns out to be Tuite out of place in the 
specific argumentation although possibl\ somehow related to the general 
subMect of the passage.
46 PorPh., IsaJ., p. 13.18-21 Busse : « %lacN >is predicated@ both of the species of ravens and of 
the particulars being an inseparable accident moving (ĲઁțȚȞİ૙ıșĮȚ) of man and horse being a 
separable accident ³ but principall\ of the individuals and also on a second account of the items 
which contain the individuals » (Tr. -. Barnes >tr. and comm.@ 3orpK\r\ Introduction, Clarendon 
3ress 2xford  pp. -). 
47 ,t can be found as an example for common accidents in the earl\ worN . al-Hidā\a and in the 
'āneɐnāme-\e ʿAla\ʾi : IBn sīnā, . al-Hidā\a, p. 67 ed. ʿ$bduh : « As to the common accident, it is an 
accidental >feature@ either encompassing >several@ species liNe ¶white· for ¶snow· and ¶g\psum· or 
the individuals of >several@ species liNe ¶moving· (Na-l-mutaƤarriN) » ; IBn sīnā, 'āneɐnāme-\e ʿAla\ʾi, 
pp. 24-25 ed. MoʿƮn-0eshNöt : « >$s to the accidental universal either it belongs to one universal@ 
or it belongs to more than one universal liNe motion >belongs@ both to man and to something 
else and liNe blacNness >belongs@ both to raven and to something else. The\ call this : ¶common 
accident· ». 
48 Substance and Tuantit\ for instance.
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Iv. how 0any recensIons of the Šifāʾ ? 
IV.1. 6ome observations on tKe double recension of Madḫal
To sum up it can be stated that the passages regarding which the manuscript 
tradition is divided cannot be easil\ dismissed as accidental omissions affecting 
the short version (h\pothesis ,.). ,n some of the cases presented (cases -) it 
can hardl\ be established whether the divergences between the short and the 
long versions are due to an intentional omission of the passages in the short 
version (h\pothesis ,.) or to additions in the long version (h\pothesis ,,) for the 
passages at staNe are apparentl\ both s\ntacticall\ and doctrinall\ consistent 
with the context. 
$lthough it is still possible to claim that the text might have undergone a 
process of abridgement this h\pothesis is however insufficient to explain the 
st\listic s\ntactical and doctrinal issues raised b\ part of the passages taNen 
into account (cases 3-5). In trying to analyse these cases in the light of hypothesis 
,. in fact a maMor difficult\ appears namel\ that of accounting for the lacN of 
s\ntactical and doctrinal homogeneit\ of the first version of the text. ,n other 
terms it is difficult to explain how the problematic passages could fit within the 
context if the\ were meant to be part of the text in the first place. Such difficulties 
would be on the contrar\ more easil\ solved b\ considering the passages at 
staNe as absent at a first stage of the composition and added at a second moment 
(hypothesis II). In such a frame, the passages were not originally meant as parts 
of the text but rather as marginal remarNs that then became full\ part of a versio 
vulJata of $vicenna·s text being copied within the text at a Tuite earl\ stage of 
the tradition. A terminus ante Tuem for at least a partial inclusion of the textual 
additions within the text is provided b\ /awNarƮ·s Tuotations which grant that 
at least a part of these textual additions could alread\ be read in his cop\ of the 
əifāʾ (cf. case ). ,t can be claimed that the process of revision and enlargement 
of the text antedates all the extant $rabic manuscripts preserving $vicenna·s 
0adḫal of which we have Nnowledge so far : it appears to be completel\ achieved 
in the earliest extant $rabic manuscript of the text at our disposal namel\ ms. 
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  dating to the first decade of ŗɫ l-ƩiƏƏa 
536H/4th-13th -ul\ . The incorporation of these passages within $vicenna·s 
text was therefore alread\ active at a ver\ earl\ stage of the transmission 
which could explain wh\ more than the  of the extant manuscript tradition 
agree in preserving the textual additions. 
The possibilit\ of considering these passages as the result of some textual 
additions raises the Tuestion concerning the author of the textual additions. 
9irtuall\ there are three possible answers : (,,.) first these additions might 
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result from $vicenna·s own afterthoughts on his own text ; (II.2.a) secondly, 
the\ might be modifications of $vicenna·s text made b\ some of his earl\ 
disciples : in these two first cases the interpolations would reveal some precious 
information about the compositional and editorial process of the text. (,,..b) 
Thirdl\ the\ might be a cop\ist·s addition : in the latter case, they would tell 
us something about the transmission of the text. , would suggest that the third 
h\pothesis (,,..b) is less liNel\ because of the nature of such interpolations and 
because of their huge and Tuite earl\ diffusion. 2nce put aside the possibilit\ 
that the interpolations are the result of a scribal intervention there remains the 
possibilit\ that the\ are either later interventions b\ $vicenna (,,.) or further 
remarNs b\ his disciples (,,..a). 
IV.2. Is tKere a double recension of otKer sections of tKe əiföʾ ?
$s to what concerns $vicenna·s method of composition and preservation of 
his worNs we dispose of some coeval testimonies that might be put in relation to 
the textual evidence provided b\ the manuscript tradition. $vicenna·s disciple 
and secretary $bɫ ʿ8ba\d al-ƜɫzƏönƮ49 offers us, in his prologue to the əifāʾ (T) 
an insight into the starting point of the manuscript tradition of $vicenna·s worNs 
namel\ the moment in which a first clean cop\ is drawn from the author·s one.
T3. a%ū ʿu%ayd alƜū=Ɯānī, 3roloJue to tKe əiföʾ, p. 2.5-7 Cairo ed.50
« $s to him >i.e. $vicenna@ he was not used to Neep a cop\ (an \aḫzuna nusḫatan) 
for himself, as well as he was not used to write down a copy from the holograph 
(an \uƤarrira min al-dustūr) or to draw a copy from the draft (aZ an \uḫriǧa min al-
saZād) but he would Must dictate or maNe >someone else@ write the cop\ (al-nusḫa) 
and give it to the one who had reTuested it from him ».
The importance of this passage should not be underestimated since it 
allows us to determine a precise turning-point within $vicenna·s production 
coinciding with his encounter with al-ƜɫzƏönƮ in ƜurƏön (-+/-). $l-
ƜɫzƏönƮ reports in T that before he became $vicenna·s secretar\ $vicenna did 
not retain copies of his own worNs for himself but he usuall\ gave the single cop\ 
of the worN to the people who commissioned it. This means that the manuscript 
tradition of the worNs composed before a certain phase of $vicenna·s career 
ver\ liNel\ depends on a uniTue cop\ that must have not undergone an\ other 
49 See al-rahIM, Avicenna’s Immediate 'isciples  7Keir Lives and :orNs cit., pp. 4-8.
50 On the technical terms employed in this passage, see D. Gutas, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 
7radition, 2nd ed., Brill, Leiden 2014, p. 31, n. g.
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editorial intervention after it was licenced and given to the commissioner of 
the worN. Things changed from the moment al-ƜɫzƏönƮ met $vicenna since as 
it can be inferred from T he undertooN the tasN of drawing a clean cop\ from 
the author·s draft in order to maNe sure that at least a cop\ of the worN was 
kept. Within such a scenario, there is no more certainty that all the manuscripts 
of the worNs produced after al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s encounter with $vicenna (the əifāʾ 
included) ultimatel\ derive from a uniTue archet\pe for a priori there exists the 
possibilit\ that copies were drawn either from a clean cop\ or directl\ from the 
author·s draft. 
,f the examples taNen from $vicenna·s 0adḫal discussed so far can possibl\ 
attest that a first short version of the worN underwent several textual additions 
one could wonder how this could relate to what al-ƜɫzƏönƮ claims in T. ,f the 
short version reÁects the text at an earlier stage of composition then the few 
manuscripts that bear traces of this version might preserve a text closer to that 
supposedl\ preserved in the author·s draft. 2n the other hand one could wonder if 
the long version which had b\ far a larger diffusion than the short one owes this 
fortune to the fact that it was conceived as a sort of ¶official version· an improved 
edition of the worN from which all the copies were preferabl\ drawn. $s a purel\ 
h\pothetical suggestion , wonder if it could have coincided with a clean cop\ made 
under al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s impulse that incorporated several textual additions and derived 
(either directl\ or b\ the mediation of other copies) from the author·s draft. 
There is some further evidence in the manuscript tradition of other parts 
of $vicenna·s əifāʾ which might point at the possibilit\ that the concurrent 
circulation of a short and a long versions mirrors the coexistence within 
$vicenna·s school of the author·s draft and of a clean cop\ attesting the long 
version of the text. ,n the section preserving $vicenna·s reworNing on $ristotle·s 
7opics (. al-Ǧadal) for instance some of the manuscripts that preserved a short 
version of the passages displa\ed so far preserve once again a short version of 
a passage of chap. ,. (T) concerning the distinction of the predicables genus 
and differentia. 0ore in detail the ¶short version· of the text is preserved in the 
alread\ mentioned mss. -T051 and, to my knowledge, in other 9 manuscripts 
only against the rest of the tradition52. 
51 $mong the witnesses of the short version of . al-0adḫal mss. $&E do not preserve the . 
al-Ǧadal for the\ onl\ preserve the first half of the /ogic of the əifāʾ. 
52 The nine witnesses of the short version that resulted from this provisional surve\ of the 
manuscript tradition are : mss. Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 5ag×p 3aߞa 910  Ƽstanbul 
Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat Ƽbrahim 3aߞa 824  Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi ߸ehid Ali 
3aߞa 1748  Ƽstanbul TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi .tphanesi $hmet ,,,   Ƽstanbul TopNap× Sara\× 
0zesi .tphanesi $hmet ,,,   Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi /kleli   Ƽstanbul 
Sle\mani\e .tphanesi <eni &kmi +atice Sultan   %enares Ɯömiʿa Ɯawödi\\a 95  Tehran 
.itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran .
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T4. IBn sīnā, . al-Ǧadal I.6, p. 55.11-14 Cairo ed.
The long version of the passage The short version of the passage
مــهدودح يــف نــكي مــل لــصفلا نأ مــلعت تــنأو 
عاوــنأ  ىــلع  لوــقلما  ةــهج  نــم  ســنلجا  فــلاخي 
اــم قــيرط نــم ناك هــنأ ةــهج نــم هــنأ لــب ،ةــفلتخم 
حرـص اـمك هـنأو ،لـصفلا نأـش نـم ناك اذإـف ،وـه 
نأ حــلاص ناــهربلا مــلع نــح لولأا مــيلعتلا يــف هــ ب 
يـف سـنلجا كراـش دـقف ،وـه اـم باوـج يـف نوـكي 
.دــلحا اذــه 
مــهدودح يــف نــكي مــل لــصفلا نأ مــلعت تــنأو 
عاوــنأ  ىــلع  لوــقلما  ةــهج  نــم  ســنلجا  فــلاخي 
نـح لولأا مـيلعتلا يـف هـب حرـص اـمك هـنأو ةـفلتخم 
،وــه اــم باوــج يــف نوــكي نأ حــلاص ناــهربلا مــلع 
.دــلحا اذــ ه يــ ف ســ نلجا كراــش دــ قف
You know that the differentia, according 
to their definitionsa, did not differ 
from the genus in virtue of >its@ being 
predicated of different species, but 
>rather@ in virtue of >the genus·@ being 
>predicated@ in the ¶what is it "·  thus if 
it were in differentia·s nature — as it was 
explained in the )irst Teaching when 
>$ristotle@ taught about the 'emonstration 
³ to be aptb to be >given@ in answer to 
¶what is it "· then >the differentia@ would 
share with the genus this definition.
You know that the differentia, according 
to their definitions did not differ 
from the genus in virtue of >its@ being 
predicated of different species, and 
that  ³ as it was explained in the )irst 
Teaching when >$ristotle@ taught about 
of the 'emonstration — differentia is apt 
to be >given@ in answer to ¶what is it "· so 
that >the differentia@ might share with the 
genus this definition.
a $vicenna refers to the traditional definitions of differentia namel\ that provided b\ 
3orph\r\ and the rest of the philosophical tradition following in his path.
b In order to translate the passage as it is presented in the Cairo edition, a small correction 
was made : instead of Za-annaKu in p. 55.13, one has to read annaKu Cf. infra for a discussion of the 
problem.
2nce again the divergence between the long and the short version cannot be 
explained in a satisf\ing manner as the result of a merel\ accidental omission of 
a clause in the short version (h\pothesis ,.). 0oreover the passage in its long 
version as it is preserved in the &airo edition and in most of the manuscript 
tradition is a bit problematic from a s\ntactical point of view. The problem 
lies in the point of conMunction between the clause absent in the short version 
and the rest of the passage : in fact, the presence of the preceding hypothetical 
clause prevents from understanding the Za-annaKu (« and that it >scil. the 
differentia] ») in the long version in the same wa\ as in the short version namel\ 
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as depending on the opening clause Za-anta taʿlamu anna al-faɓla (« you know that 
the differentia… »). $ wa\ to understand the passage in its long version would 
be that of emending the Za-annaKu in annaKu which should be understood in 
relation to the hypothetical clause (« if it were in differentia·s nature >«@ tKat 
it >«@ »). $ small amount of manuscripts preserving the long version reacts 
to the s\ntactical issue b\ emending in three different wa\s : some adopt the 
aforementioned correction of Za-annaKu in annaKu53 ; some others omit annaKu54 
and others entirely omit Za-annaKu55. The diffraction of the solutions adopted 
and the fact that the corrections are in a ver\ small number of witnesses is 
somehow revealing of the fact that these corrections are a posteriori attempts to 
maNe sense of a corrupted text.
The fact that the long version of the passage as it is preserved in most of 
the manuscript tradition presents a s\ntactical issue that the short version 
avoids could either mean that the short version is the result of an intentional 
abridgement made to avoid the s\ntactical problem (h\pothesis ,.) or the long 
version is the result of an interpolation and the s\ntactical issues would be a 
sign of the absence in a previous version of the text of the clause onl\ preserved 
in the long version (h\pothesis ,,). 
,n this case however the manuscript tradition offers an additional element 
that leads to incline towards hypothesis II rather than to hypothesis I.2. More 
in detail six manuscripts include the clause at staNe between two marNs and 
preserve a marginal scribal note attested in the manuscript tradition in two 
slightl\ different versions ($ and %) which claims that the passage at staNe was 
absent from the manuscript of the author.
0ore in detail a first version of the note (a) is witnessed b\ three 
stemmatically-related witnesses56 namel\ ms. Ƽstanbul 1uruosmani\e 
.tphanesi 57 ms. &airo 0aNtabat al-$zhar al-əarƮf %eḫƮt &ollection 
53 0s. . before a later intervention in a different inN restoring the reading Za-annaKu b\ 
collation.
54 0ss. * < and ms. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasah-i ʿĮlƮ-i Sipahsölör  (n.  in 
$ppendix $). 
55 0s. Ƽstanbul .|prl +alN .tphanesi )azil $hmet 3aߞa  (n.  in $ppendix $) ; the 
text in this form is however nonetheless problematic.
56 The three manuscripts are ver\ liNel\ copies descending from the same antigraph which 
arguabl\ circulated within the school of 1aɓƮr al-DƮn al-ɥɫsƮ ; see S. dI vIncenzo, (arl\ ([eJetical 
3ractice on Avicenna’s əiföʾ  Faḫr al-'īn al-5āzī’s Marginalia to LoJic, « $rabic Sciences and 3hilosoph\ » 
(forthcoming).
57 A complete copy of the əifāʾ dated  5abƮʿ al-$wwal- əawwöl +/st December -
15th -ul\  and realized b\ ʿ$bd al-.öfƮ ,bn ʿ$bd al-0aƏƮd ,bn ʿ$bd $llöh al-TabrƮzƮ.
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44988, 331 falsafa58 and ms. Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 5ag×p 3aúa 90959 ; 
the second version of the same note (b) is attested b\ the thirteenth-centur\ ms. 
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi &arullah 60 (stemmatically related to 
the manuscripts preserving the version $ of the note)61 and b\ two seventeenth-
centur\ manuscripts namel\ ms. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i 
Tihrön 0iɐNöt 62 and ms. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön 
659663 (in the latter the note is erroneousl\ interpolated in the main text).
T5. 0arJinal scribal note preserved in tKe lonJ version
(a) Ms. Nuruosmaniye 2710, f. 101v ; ms. 
0aNtabat al-$zhar %eপƮt  f. v ; ms. 
5ag×p 3aúa 909, f. 302v
(b) Ms. Carullah 1424, f. 137v  .itöbপönah-i 
0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön 0iɐNöt 
243, f. 179r ; .itöbপönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i 
Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön  f. v
.فّنصلما ةخسن يف سيل نتماعلا نب ام  .روتسدلا ةخسن يف سيل نتماعلا نب ام
:hat is between the two marNs >i.e. the 
clause at stake] is not in the manuscript 
of the author.
:hat is between the two marNs >i.e. the 
clause at stake] is not in the manuscript 
of the [author’s] holograph.
$ccording to the scribal note preserved in these manuscripts the clause that 
is absent in the short version was also absent in the manuscript of the author 
(muɓannif)64, or in his own holograph (dustūr) 65. This latter term is the same one 
58 A thirteenth-century manuscript of which neither the precise date of copy nor the copyist 
are known ; it is one of the ten manuscripts employed in the Cairo edition.
59 $n 2ttoman cop\ preserving the section of /ogic of the əifāʾ onl\. The cop\ dates to the 
 Ɯumödj al-öḫira 1134H/ 16th $pril  and its cop\ist 0uƤammad ,bn $Ƥmad al-8sNɫbƮ 
realized it under the request of his master Asʿad ,bn ʿ$lƮ ,bn ʿ8ɠmön al-<ön\awƮ in the madrasa of 
$bɫ $\\ɫb al-$nɓörƮ in &onstantinople.
60 A complete copy of the əifāʾ, dated to the year 693H/1293-4  its cop\ist $bɫ %aNr ʿ$bd $llöh 
,bn $Ƥmad ,bn ʿ $bd $llöh al-TabrƮzƮ realized it for the librar\ of 4uɡb al-DƮn al-əƮrözƮ.
61 2n the relation of this manuscript to the three witnesses of version $ see again dI vIncenzo, 
(arl\ ([eJetical 3ractice on Avicenna’s əiföʾ  Faḫr al-'īn al-5āzī’s Marginalia to LoJic (forthcoming).
62 The manuscript is a complete cop\ of the əifāʾ  it was copied in əƮröz in +/- b\ 
0uƤammad ɜöliƤ al-8rdistönƮ according to anawatI, (ssai de biblioJrapKie avicennienne cit., p. 432. 
,t is reported as undated b\ 5. w,6n296ky, Indirect (vidence for (stablisKinJ tKe 7e[t of tKe Shiföʾ 
« Oriens », 40, 2012, p. 263.
63 The manuscript is a complete cop\ of the əifāʾ realized in +/- b\ Sulɡön 0uƤammad 
,bn 5afƮʿ al-DƮn 0uƤammad ,ɓfahönƮ.
64 2n the $rabic term muɓannif meaning ¶author compositor compiler· see $. Gacek, 7Ke 
Arabic 0anuscript 7radition  A *lossar\ of 7ecKnical 7erms and %iblioJrapK\, Brill, Leiden - Boston - 
Köln 2001, p. 86.
65 The term dustūr usuall\ designates the author·s original or the archet\pe of the entire 
tradition ; see Gacek, 7Ke Arabic 0anuscript 7radition cit., p. 46. 
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emplo\ed b\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ as a s\non\m of saZād (designating the author·s draft) 
to refer to $vicenna·s own holographs in his prologue to the əifāʾ (see T above). 
,f we trust the scribal note the clause onl\ preserved in the long version should 
be considered as an addition made after the first composition of the passage. 
)rom a s\ntactical point of view as previousl\ argued the text seems to worN 
better without the allegedl\-added clause. )rom a doctrinal point of view the clause 
at stake is unnecessary : $vicenna·s argument against the traditional (i.e. 3orph\r\·s 
and his followers·66) definitions of the differentia specifica claims that provided that 
the traditional definitions considered the differentia as predicated of several species 
as well as the genus67 and provided that $ristotle allows to some extent in the 
3osterior Anal\tics an essential predication of the differentia (a predication ਥȞ Ĳ૶ Ĳȓ 
ਥıĲȚȞ) as well as the genus, then the genus and the differentia end up sharing the same 
definition (i.e. the\ are both defined as predicated of several items differinJ in species in 
ansZer to ‘ZKat is it "’) which is an undesired conclusion. The structure of $vicenna·s 
critical argument is seemingl\ perfectl\ fine without the additional clause. 
:hat is then the purpose of the addition of that clause in the long version ? First, it 
specifies the element in virtue of which the differentia and the genus are distinguished 
in the traditional definitions namel\ b\ the fact that genus is predicated in the ¶what 
is it "· (ar. min ɡarīTi mā KuZa). Second, it introduces a hypothetical clause that changes 
quite radically the structure of the phrase : in fact, instead of directly stating, as in 
the short version that $ristotle allows a predication of the differentia in answer to 
¶what is it "· (ar. fī ǧaZābi mā KuZa) the long version suggests it in a more h\pothetical 
way (« if it were in differentia·s nature >«@ to be apt to be >given@ in answer to ¶what 
is it "·« »). 0\ suggestion is that the clause might have been added not onl\ with an 
explicative purpose but liNel\ with the aim of ¶rectif\ing· the doctrine of the passage 
too. ,n fact the modification could be understood in the light of $vicenna·s distinction 
between a predication in the ¶what is it "· (ar. min ɡarīTi mā KuZa) ³ describing the 
wa\ in which the constituents of a Tuiddit\ (hence both genus and differentia) are 
essentiall\ predicated ³ and a predication in answer to ¶what is it "· (ar. fī ǧaZābi 
mā KuZa) ³ more specificall\ describing the wa\ in which predicables signif\ing the 
thing·s Tuiddit\ liNe the genus and the species are essentiall\ predicated of it to the 
exclusion of the differentia68. 5eading in the short version of T that the differentia is 
66 )or a tentative identification of the indistinct pluralit\ of thinNers to which $vicenna refers 
in this passage, see S. dI vIncenzo, Avicenna aJainst 3orpK\r\’s 'efinition of Differentia Specifica 
« Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale », 26, 2015, pp. 129-183. 
67 )or $vicenna·s refutation of this point see dI vIncenzo, Avicenna aJainst 3orpK\r\’s 'efinition 
of Differentia Specifica cit. pp. -.
68 This distinction is extensivel\ dealt with b\ $vicenna in 0adḫal, II.1, p. 94.4-96.18 Cairo ed. ; 
for an English translation and a discussion of this passage, cf. dI vIncenzo, Avicenna aJainst 3orpK\r\’s 
'efinition of Differentia Specifica cit. pp. -. )or this distinction in $vicenna·s %urKān, see B. 
IBrahIM, FreeinJ 3KilosopK\ from 0etapK\sics  FaNKr al-'īn al-5āzī’s 3KilosopKical ApproacK to tKe 6tud\ of 
1atural 3Kenomena 3hD Thesis submitted to 0c*ill 8niversit\ ,nstitute of ,slamic Studies 0c*ill 
8niversit\ 0ontreal  especiall\ pp. -. 
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predicated in answer to ¶what is it "· (ar. fī ǧaZābi mā KuZa) might have then impelled 
someone to modify the passage, in order to smooth a statement that was in apparent 
contradiction with $vicenna·s own thought. +owever the contradiction in the short 
version is onl\ apparent : $vicenna is Must reporting the claim that the differentia 
is predicated in answer to ¶what is it "· (fī ǧaZābi mā KuZa) ascribing it to $ristotle 
and is still not exposing his own distinction of two levels of essential predication. ,n 
sum the addition of the clause could be the result of a revision of the text aiming at 
maNing it clearer and more ¶consistent· with $vicenna·s doctrine. 
To sum up the textual case in Ǧadal ,. presents several elements of analog\ 
with the cases taken from 0adḫal : most part of the manuscript tradition attests, in 
this case as well a longer version of the text and the longer version presents some 
s\ntactical difficulties whereas the shorter version is perfectl\ fine. ,n this case 
however we get some additional information allowing us to exclude the h\pothesis 
that the shorter version is the result of an intentional abridgement of the text (,.) 
for we are told that it is rather the version preserved in the author·s manuscript 
and therefore supposedl\ the original version. ,n this case as well the h\pothesis 
that the long version might be the result of a cop\ist·s interpolation (h\pothesis 
,,.b.) seems Tuite unliNel\ because of the nature of the text interpolated.
IV.3. :Ko’s tKe ‘autKor’ of tKe lonJ version (versio vulgata) ?
,deall\ the textual additions showed so far for $vicenna·s 0adḫal and Ǧadal, 
impl\ing a doctrinal expansion and modification of the text should be expected from 
the author·s part. +owever although it cannot be definitel\ excluded both the st\le 
and content of some of the passages analysed (cf. cases 3-5 in section III) represent a 
difficult\ face to the h\pothesis that the additions are all $vicenna·s (h\pothesis ,,.). 
The traditional notion of ¶author· ³ strictl\ referring to one single authorial figure 
that is the onl\ one who detains the control of all of his worN ³ is probabl\ not entirel\ 
suitable to account for the composition of the əifāʾ. 3erhaps the possibilit\ that the 
worN underwent a revision that is to some extent the result of a collective worN 
should be taNen into account. $ scenario of this sort seems to be suggested b\ a series 
of testimonies concerning the composition of the worN. ,n fact the text of the .itāb 
al-əifāʾ was an obMect of the scholastic debate when $vicenna was still alive  this can be 
inferred from the introduction of a letter of $vicenna·s to his colleague ,bn =a\la (d. 
440H/1048)69 in which ,bn =a\la declares having urged $vicenna to provide further 
clarifications concerning what he states in the beginning of the .itāb al-əifāʾ (T).
69 2n ,bn =a\la see reIsMan, 7Ke 0aNinJ of tKe Avicennan 7radition cit., pp. 195-199 and al-rahIM, 
Avicenna’s Immediate 'isciples  tKeir Lives and :orNs cit. pp. -. )or more information about the 
text of this introduction and for his English translation see reIsMan, 7Ke 0aNinJ of tKe Avicennan 
7radition cit., pp. 199-200.
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T6. ,ntroduction to ,bn SƮnö·s letter to ,bn =a\la >ed. reIsMan, 7Ke maNinJ of tKe 
Avicennan tradition, p. 284]70
« >,bn =a\la@ said : ,n our 0aster·s statement at the beginning of 7Ke &ure (fī ftitāƤ 
.itāb al-əifāʾ) , came upon some contradictor\ and conÁicting points that fall 
outside the consensus >of scholars@ (al-iǧmāʿ). So it would behove him to provide a 
correction of that and to disclose the picture of it >that he has in mind@ if he can ».
Discussions concerning several doctrinal points of the əifāʾ might have 
arisen from the reading-sessions of the worN to which according to al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s 
account $vicenna tooN part together with his disciples apparentl\ also before 
the end of the composition of the whole worN (T) :
T7. a%ū ʿu%ayd alƜū=Ɯānī, %ioJrapK\ of Ibn 6īnā pp. - ed. *ohlman71
« >«@ $nd so he began with the ¶3h\sics· (al-ɥabīʿi\\āt) of a work which he called 
the əifāʾ (HealinJ). +e had alread\ written the first booN of the 4ānūn and ever\ 
night pupils (ɡalabat al-ʿilm) would gather at his house while b\ turns , would read 
from the əifāʾ and someone else would read from the 4ānūn. >«@ The instruction 
tooN place at night because of the lacN of free time during the da\ on account of 
his service to the $mƮr »72.
$n obMection could possibl\ be raised against the h\pothesis of a second 
recension resulting from the scholarl\ activit\ of $vicenna·s disciples on their 
master·s worN namel\ that we have little clue about their attitude towards 
$vicenna·s authorit\ and conseTuentl\ it cannot be stated to what extent 
the\ could feel entitled to introduce modifications in his own worN. $s a 
partial answer to such an obMection however it could be observed that some of 
$vicenna·s worNs were the obMect of non-authorial editorial interventions within 
$vicenna·s school. )or instance al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s editorial activit\ on $vicenna·s 
worNs and more specificall\ on the .itāb al-əifāʾ, is well documented73. -ust to 
mention a couple of instances of the interventions specificall\ concerning the 
70 Transl. in reIsMan, 7Ke 0aNinJ of tKe Avicennan 7radition cit. p.  slightl\ modified.
71 Transl. in :. E. GohlMan, 7Ke Life of Ibn 6ina  A &ritical (dition and Annotated 7ranslation, SUNY 
3ress $lban\ 1ew <orN  pp. -.
72 The amƮr $bɫ ɥöhir əams al-Dawla (r. -/- ca.).
73 $s reported b\ al-%a\haTƮ (7atimmat ɓiZān al-ƤiNma p.  ed. əafƮʿ), al-ƜɫzƏönƮ is responsible 
for the addition of a section on 0athematics to both the .itāb al-1aǧāt and the 'āneɐnāme-\e ʿAlāʾī ; 
see also A. BertolaccI, 7Ke 5eception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ – A 0ilestone 
of :estern 0etapK\sical 7KouJKt, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2006, pp. 37, 587-588 and al-rahIM, Avicenna’s 
Immediate 'isciples  7Keir Lives and :orNs cit., p. 7.
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əifāʾ, one can think of the addition of his own prologue to the whole summa and 
to the Tuotation of an excerpt of $vicenna·s Al-AdZi\a al-4albi\\a added between 
the fourth and the fifth treatise of the .itāb al-1afs74. It is also worth recalling 
that T attested that al-ƜɫzƏönƮ assumed at a certain point a crucial role within 
the transmission of $vicenna·s worN liNe the creation of a clean cop\ that was 
probabl\ meant to be the archet\pe of the rest of the tradition75. Seemingly, the 
editing of a clean cop\ of $vicenna·s worNs after their first composition was more 
a tasN undertooN b\ $vicenna·s circle of disciples rather than $vicenna·s own 
occupation76. ,t is therefore possible that $vicenna·s direct disciples pla\ed at 
least to some extent a non-marginal role in the revision and improvement of 
their master·s worN contributing to creating a second enlarged and ¶improved· 
version of the text.
conclusIon
The present surve\ conducted on the manuscript tradition of $vicenna·s 
.itāb al-0adḫal revealed several textual cases that might point to the existence 
of two different recensions of the worN. Some additional evidence provided b\ 
the analysis of the manuscript tradition of another section of the .itāb al-əifāʾ, 
namely the .itāb al-Ǧadal together with the information about the composition 
of the əifāʾ that we get from the testimonies of $vicenna·s direct disciples might 
suggest that a first authorial recension of the worN might have been revised and 
enlarged b\ means of textual additions. The long version resulting from this 
revision would be a second recension of the worN a ¶versio vulJata· that is much 
more widespread in the manuscript tradition and in whose genesis the scholarly 
activit\ of $vicenna·s disciples might perhaps have pla\ed a relevant role. ,n 
such a scenario, the twelfth-century Latin translation of .itāb al-0adḫal would 
74 2n this addition and its diffusion within the manuscript tradition see the article b\ T. 
$lpina in the present volume.
75 $l-ƜɫzƏönƮ also personall\ undertooN in certain cases the cop\ of his master·s worNs ; 
for instance, he wrote under dictation the 0uḫtaɓar al-AZɓaɡ fī l-0anɡiT ; cf. a%ū ʿu%ayd alƜū=Ɯānī, 
%ioJrapK\ of Ibn 6īnā p.  ed. *ohlman : « I used to attend him >,bn SƮnö@ ever\ da\ and stud\ the 
AlmaJest and ask for dictation in logic, so he dictated 7Ke 0iddle 6ummar\ on LoJic (al-0uḫtaɓar al-
AZɓaɡ fī l-0anɡiT) to me » (transl. in GohlMan, 7Ke Life of Ibn 6ina cit., p. 45).
76 ,n the case of $vicenna·s Lisān al-ʿArab apparentl\ $vicenna·s circle failed in this task, due 
to the poor conditions of $vicenna·s first draft  the author evidentl\ didn·t taNe care of drawing 
a clean cop\ of the worN according to his habits (cf. T). See a%ū ʿu%ayd alƜū=Ɯānī, %ioJrapK\ of Ibn 
6īnā p.  ed. *ohlman : « The 0aster then wrote a booN on philolog\ which he called 7Ke Arabic 
LanJuaJe (Lisān al-ʿArab), to which he had composed nothing analogous on philology, and which 
he did not transcribe it into clean cop\ (al-ba\āŐ). The writing was still in its rough state (ʿalj 
musaZZadatiKi) when he died and no one could discover how to put it in order (tartīb) » (transl. in 
GohlMan, 7Ke Life of Ibn 6ina cit., p. 73, slightl\ modified).
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play a key role in the reconstruction of an earlier stage of composition of the 
worN being based on an $rabic exemplar that would be the so far Nnown most 
ancient witness of the first recension of $vicenna·s worN.
The h\pothetical reconstruction provided in this paper as a merel\ 
provisional result of a still ongoing research demands a further inTuir\ into the 
other half of the estimated manuscript tradition of $vicenna·s .itāb al-0adḫal 
and an exhaustive surve\ of the manuscript tradition of the other sections of 
the summa. Such an inTuir\ is expected to be able to verif\ if on the one hand 
this h\pothesis of explanation holds for the section of 0adḫal and, on the other, 
if it can be extended to the other sections of the əifāʾ. By way of conclusion, 
,·d suggest that the h\pothesis concerning the existence of two recensions of 
$vicenna·s first worN of the əifāʾ ³ and possibl\ of the whole summa — is at 
least a possibilit\ that should not be overlooNed when undertaNing the tasN of 
editing the text of the different sections of $vicenna·s əifāʾ.
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Manuscripts employed Mss. of Cairo ed.
XIIc.
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  (first decade of ŗɫ l-ƩiƏƏa 
536H/4th-13th -ul\ 1142)
XIIIc.
 Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi <eni &kmi 772 (əaʿbön 628H 
/ -une--ul\ 1231)
x
Ƽstanbul 1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  ( 5abƮʿ al-Awwal-25 
əawwöl +/st December 1267-15th -ul\ 1268)
&airo 0aNtabat al-$zhar al-əarƮf %eḫƮt &ollection   
falsafa (VII/XIII c.)
x
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi $\asof\a  (-
674H/1272-1276 )
 Ƽstanbul 0illet .tphanesi (now : Millet Yazma Eser 
.tphanesi) $li Emiri  (+/1275-6)
x
 Ƽstanbul TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi .tphanesi $hmet ,,,  ( 
5abƮʿ l-awwal 677H/8th August 1278)
 Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Įߞir Efendi 207 (680H/1281-
2)
x
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi &arullah  (+/1293-4)
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat Ƽbrahim 3aߞa 823 
(697H/1297-8)
XIVc.
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat Ƽbrahim 3aúa 822 (XIII-
XIV c.)
XVc.
Ƽstanbul TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi .tphanesi $hmet ,,,  (,;/
XV c.)
77 $n asterisN marNs the manuscripts bearing traces of the short version of $vicenna·s text.
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Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  (,;/XV c.)
Ƽstanbul TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi .tphanesi $hmet ,,,  (;,/
XVII c. Anawati  probabl\ before ;9/XVI c.)
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat Ƽbrahim 3aߞa 824 
(824H/1421-2)
x
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i əɫrö-\i 0illƮ (now : 0aƏlis-i əɫrö-\i 
,slömƮ /ibrar\)  (+/1466-7)
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi ߸ehid $li 3aߞa  ( 5aƏab 
879H/16th December 1474)
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi <eni &kmi  (+/1480-1)
 Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi <eni &kmi  (+/1483-
4)
Ƽstanbul 1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  (+/-+/1492)
%enares Ɯömiʿa Ɯawödi\\a %onaras  ( 5abƮʿ al-Awwal 902H/ 
5th December 1496)
XVIc.
 /eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN *olius 2r.  (before ;c. +/XVIc.)
 Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran  
>former @ (;c. +  ?/XVI c. ?)
Ƽstanbul 1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  (;/XVI c.) x
.hvo\ .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasa-i 1amözƮ  (5amaŐön +/
1ovember-December 1578)
Dublin &hester %eatt\ /ibrar\ $rabic  (vols. i-ii) (+/1593-4)
XVIIc.
&airo Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a (now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiq 
al-Qawmiyya), 894 falsafa (X-XI/XVI-XVII c.)
x
 0aɐhad .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  (;,/XVII c.)
London, British Museum (now : BLOIOC) Or. 7500 (XI/XVII c.) x
.ashan )ahrang va ,rshad  (;,/XVII c.)
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i əɫrö-\i 0illƮ  (;,/XVII c.)
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i DöniɐNöda-i ,löhi\\öt-i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön 
236/1 (XI/XVII c.)
silvia di vincenzo66
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi /kleli  (+/1614-5)
 Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi <eni &kmi  ( əaʿbön 
1041H/18th March 1632)
3aris %ibliothqTue 1ationale $r.  (ŗu˻ l-ƤiƏƏa 1054-ŗɫ l-4aʿda 
+ /-anuar\-)ebruar\ 1645 ² December  --anuar\ 1646)
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasah-i ʿĮlƮ-i Sipahsölör (now : 
.itöbḫönah-i 0adrasah-i ʿĮlƮ-i əahƮd 0uɡahharƮ)  
(1055H/1645-6 )
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi +amidi\e  (+/1655-6)
$ligarh 0aulana $zad /ibrar\ $ligarh 0uslim 8niversit\ / 
(1071H/1660-1)
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön 0iɐNöt  
(əƮröz +/1664-5)
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön  
(1076H/1665-6)
/ondon 5o\al $siatic Societ\ $rabic  (5abƮʿ al-Awwal 1082H/
-ul\-$ugust 1671)
Ƽstanbul 0illet .tphanesi (now : 0illet <azma Eser .tphanesi) 
Feyzullah Efendi 1206 (1093H/1682)
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi +eNimoƏlu $li 3aߞa 857 
(1102H/1690-1)
XVIIIc.
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi &arullah  (+/1713-4)
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi $t×f Efendi  (before  
ɜafar + / th December 1722)
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 5ag×p 3aߞa  (Ƽstanbul  
Ɯumödj al-öপira 1134H/ 16th April 1722)
London, British Museum (now : %/2,2&) ,ndia 2ffice $r.  
(1148H/1735-6 from an exemplar completed in +/-)
x
5ampur 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\  (;,,/XVIII c.)
XIXc.
%eirut 0aNtaba əarTi\\a 8niversitp Saint--oseph  (;,,,/XIX c.)
+\derabad 2smani\a 8niversit\ /ibrar\ acT.  (;,,,/XIX c.)
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Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i əɫrö-\i 0illƮ  (;,,,/XIX c.)







Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ  (final colophon different hand : 
date +   1924-5)
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i DöniɐNöda-i ,löhi\\öt-i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön 
593/1 (XIV/XX c.)
Unknown date
Ƽstanbul %e\azit .tphanesi (form. : ʿ8mɫmƮ) 
Ƽstanbul .|prl +alN .tphanesi )azil $hmet 3aߞa 894
Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 5ag×p 3aߞa 910
 Ƽstanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi <eni &kmi +atice Sultan 208
Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran 
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Is 7Kere a versio vulgata of Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ " 2n tKe H\potKesis of a 'ouble 
5ecension of .itöb al-0adḫal
The present paper concerns the textual tradition of $vicenna·s reworNing of 
3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe (.itāb al-0adḫal) opening the /ogic section of $vicenna·s %ooN of tKe 
&ure (.itāb al-əifāʾ). The present inTuir\ conducted on  $rabic manuscripts and on the 
twelfth-centur\ /atin translation of the worN has as its starting point the observation 
that the /atin translation together with  $rabic manuscripts and the earl\ indirect 
tradition of the worN witnesses the existence of a different shorter version of some 
passages of the text than that attested b\ most of the manuscripts. , shall suggest that 
one of the possibilities that should at least be considered in the attempt to explain this 
phenomenon is that of considering the short version of the text as an earlier recension 
of the text. ,n the frame of this h\pothetical suggestion the maMorit\ of the manuscript 
tradition would preserve an interpolated text a versio vulJata that might not correspond 
to $vicenna·s first version of the text. The existence and diffusion of two different 
recensions of the worN might provide a clue of the compositional and editorial process 
that $vicenna·s %ooN of tKe &ure underwent. 
sIlvIa dI vIncenzo Scuola 1ormale Superiore 3isa
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NICCOLÒ CAMINADA
A Latin Translation ? 
The Reception of Avicenna in Albert the Great’s De praedicamentis*
StatuS quaeStioniS
The aim of the present paper is to discuss the inÁuence of $vicenna on $lbert 
the Great’s commentary on Aristotle’s Categories. I shall not inspect in detail the 
whole of $vicenna·s reception in this worN which is b\ itself significative and 
involves man\ relevant issues  , will focus instead on a particular aspect of this 
reception namel\ the role supposedl\ pla\ed b\ $vicenna·s Categories (the 0aTūlāt 
of the .itāb al-əifāʾ) in the shaping of $lbert·s doctrine and exegesis. $s a matter 
of fact though a /atin translation of $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt is neither extant nor 
attested1 there has been a scholarl\ debate on the possibilit\ of its being a source 
*AcNnoZledJements and preliminar\ remarNs. , presented a first draft of this article in 3aris 
at the &olloTue international de doctorants en pKilosopKie arabe (- october )  , thanN all the 
participants for their useful observations. , am also grateful to $mos %ertolacci and the two 
anon\mous referees for their attentive reading of this paper and their precious remarNs ; to 
Silvia Di 9incenzo for the codicological advice. ,n the Tuotations of $lbert·s worNs where not 
explicitl\ noted , normall\ refer to the available volumes of the (ditio &oloniensis (1951 - in 
progress)  when citing still unedited texts and commentaries , use instead $. %orgnet·s edition 
(-). The references to $vicenna·s $rabic text follow the page numbering of the &airo 
edition of the .itāb al-əifāʾ. )or the text of $ristotle·s &ateJories , alwa\s Tuote -. /. $cNrill·s 
English translation (Aristotle’s &ateJories and 'e Interpretatione &larendon 3ress 2xford ). $ll 
translations from $rabic are mine. 
 1 $s far as we Nnow the logical section of $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ has onl\ been partiall\ 
translated into /atin. The onl\ worN which is full\ extant in /atin is the first part the 0adK Ӊal a 
paraphrase of Porphyry’s IsaJoJe : translated in Toledo in the third Tuarter of the ;,, centur\ 
it was Nnown to the /atins simpl\ as Logica. %esides this there are onl\ fragmentar\ traces of 
further translations : Dominicus Gundissalinus’ 'e divisione pKilosopKiae contains a /atin version 
of chapter ,,. of $vicenna·s %urKān (the section corresponding to $ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics) 
ver\ liNel\ datable to the same period as the Logica ; whereas to a second phase of translations 
belong the fragments of $vicenna·s Ḫiɡāba found in Hermannus Alemannus’ Latin translation 
of Aristotle’s 5Ketoric. )or two recent overviews of $vicenna·s /atin versions see a. Bertolacci A 
communit\ of translators  tKe Latin medieval versions of Avicenna’s %ooN of the &ure in c. J. MewS, J. 
n. croSSley eds. &ommunities of LearninJ  1etZorNs and tKe 6KapinJ of Intellectual Identit\ in (urope 
- %repols Turnhout  pp. - ; J. JanSSenS Ibn 6īnā (Avicenna 7Ke Latin translations 
of in H. lagerlund ed. (nc\clopedia of 0edieval 3KilosopK\ %etZeen  and  De *ru\ter %erlin 
 pp. -.
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for $lbert the *reat·s 'e praedicamentis. The starting point of this discussion was 
an article appeared in  b\ the ,talian scholar 0ario *rignaschi entitled Les 
traductions latines des ouvraJes de la loJiTue arabe et l’abrpJp d’Alfarabi2. 
,n the first part of this contribution *rignaschi presented a state-of-the-art 
concerning the $rabic worNs on logic Nnown to the /atins between the ;,, and 
XIII century  among these he mentioned the fragment of a /atin translation of 
al-)öröbƮ·s compendia on the discipline of logic discovered some \ears earlier 
b\ DominiTue Salman in the manuscript %ruges . +e then engaged in a 
discussion of various issues concerning the composition and transmission of 
these )arabian opuscula which he treated as a unitar\ worN (a complete synthesis 
of the $ristotelian logical corpus)4. ,n the second part of the article *rignaschi 
moved to other related considerations : given the evidence of a partial /atin 
translation of )öröbƮ·s compendia he turned to inspect the numerous Tuotations 
of )öröbƮ and $vicenna in $lbert the *reat·s commentaries on logic so as to 
establish precisel\ their source (and to see whether the\ attested the Nnowledge 
of worNs other than )öröbƮ·s compendia). Since the doctrinal material provided 
b\ )öröbƮ·s opuscula is too s\nthetic to explain the variet\ and richness of 
$lbert·s Tuotations he h\pothesized that $lbert Nnew translations both of 
)öröbƮ·s greater commentaries and of the logical sections of $vicenna·s .itāb 
al-əifāʾ posterior to the 0adKӉal. To support his thesis *rignaschi provided an 
examination of some of the Tuotations of $vicenna and )öröbƮ in $lbert the 
*reat·s commentaries on logic  he brieÁ\ gave an account of their context and 
then identified as their sources passages of the aforementioned worNs. This 
he also did as regards the 'e praedicamentis : he thought ³ and also tried to 
demonstrate ³ that no less than seven Tuotations of $vicenna in this worN drew 
directly on the 0aTūlāt of the .itāb al-əifāʾ.
2 M. grignaScHi, Les traductions latines des ouvraJes de la loJiTue arabe et l’abrpJp d’Alfarabii 
« $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et littpraire du 0o\en Çge »   pp. -. 
 d. H. SalMan FraJments inpdits de la loJiTue d’Alfarabi « 5evue des sciences philosophiTues et 
thpologiTues »   pp. -. The short fragment entitled 1ota e[ loJica AlpKarabii Tuaedam 
sumpta is said b\ 1. 5escher (Al-Fārābī  an annotated biblioJrapK\ 8niversit\ of 3ittsburgh 3ress 
3ittsburgh  pp. -) to correspond ³ at least in its beginning ³ to a section of )öröbƮ·s worN 
əarāʾiɡ al-\aTīn (7Ke conditions of certaint\) based on $ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics. -anssens argues 
instead that it corresponds partiall\ to the epitome of the 'e interpretatione partiall\ to a fragment 
derived ver\ liNel\ from the ¶*reat %ooN on 0usic· (.itāb al-mūsīTī al-Nabīr). See J. JanSSenS, Albert le 
*rand et sa connaissance des pcrits loJiTues arabes : une rppvaluation du dossier *riJnascKi in J. BruMBerg-
cHauMont ed. L’2rganon dans la translatio studiorum j l’ppoTue d’Albert le *rand %repols Turnhout 
 pp. -.
4 1owada\s the\ are rather considered as separate worNs : see u. rudolpH Abū 1aɓr al-Fārābī 
in u. rudolpH, r. würScH eds. *rundriss der *escKicKte der 3KilosopKie  3KilosopKie in der islamiscKen 
:elt . Schwabe 9erlag %asel  p.  ; see ibid pp. - for a list of critical editions of 
)öröbƮ·s logical worNs. 
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*rignaschi·s dossier of Tuotations was reassessed in  b\ -ules -anssens in an 
essay entitled Albert le *rand et sa connaissance des pcrits loJiTues arabes : une rppvaluation 
du dossier *riJnascKi. -anssens· core assumption was more economical than 
*rignaschi·s conclusion : it consisted of supposing that the source of these passages 
might instead be found in $rabic worNs surel\ translated into /atin apparentl\ well-
Nnown b\ $lbert such as the 0adK Ӊal ($vicenna·s Logica) the 0etapK\sics the 3K\sics 
and the 'e anima of the .itāb al-əifāʾ. )or those few cases where *rignaschi·s thesis 
seems verified -anssens argued for the liNel\ existence of florileJia and fragments of 
$rabic authors on which $lbert the *reat possibl\ drew5. 
$gainst this bacNground , will here reprise in detail the passages of $lbert·s 
'e praedicamentis discussed b\ *rignaschi and -anssens thus narrowing the focus 
of their ³ more comprehensive ³ enTuiries  m\ aim is not to assess conclusivel\ 
the issue of the /atin translation of $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt but onl\ to provide 
further elements of discussion ³ and to maNe some more general suggestions 
regarding $vicenna·s import in the 'e praedicamentis. ,n paragraphs - , shall 
discuss the main Tuotations at staNe following their order of appearance and 
the structure of $lbert·s text  in paragraph  , will brieÁ\ evaluate one of the 
$vicennan Tuotations that *rignaschi did not taNe into account.
$ few words of introduction to $lbert·s worN might be useful. The 'e 
praedicamentis composed ³ according to &. Steel and S. Donati the authors of 
the recent critical edition — in 12526 is a part of $lbert·s exhaustive plan of 
commentaries on the Aristotelian corpus  unliNe man\ commentaries on the 
Categories written in that period it does not have the form of a commentar\ per 
Tuaestiones but that of a paraphrase of $ristotle·s text (such as other ¶$ristotelian· 
worNs b\ $lbert)7. The continuous exegesis of $ristotle·s words is interrupted 
at times b\ independent sections and digressions essentiall\ devoted to the 
discussion of doubts concerning the text (though the\ ma\ sometimes develop 
original reÁexions of $lbert on $ristotle·s doctrine). $s a matter of fact though 
$lbert·s originalit\ in logic has been Tuestioned b\ scholars his worN on the 
&ateJories presents indeed many aspects of interest8.
5 JanSSenS, Albert le *rand et sa connaissance cit. pp. -.
6 alB. 'e praed 3roleJomena p. 9. )or a review of the editio coloniensis of the 'e praedicamentis 
see n. caMinada 5eview of : Alberti 0aJni 2pera omnia t. , p. ,% : 'e praedicamentis « Studi medievali » 
terza serie /  pp. -.
7 )or an overview of the main commentaries on the Categories written in the th centur\ see 
r. andrewS 4uestion &ommentaries on tKe &ategories in tKe tKirteentK &entur\ « 0edioevo »   
pp. -  a recent focus on the first half of the centur\ is provided b\ H. HanSen -oKn 3aJus on 
Aristotle’s &ategories. A 6tud\ and (dition of tKe 5ationes super 3raedicamenta $ristotelis /euven 
8niversit\ 3ress /euven  (Introductor\ stud\ pp. 40-49).
8 )or a general evaluation of $lbert·s contributions to logic see S. eBBeSen Albert (tKe *reat "’s 
companion to tKe 2rganon in $. ZiMMerMann ed. Albert der *rosse 6eine =eit sein :erN seine :irNunJ 
« 0iscellanea 0edievalia »  De *ru\ter %erlin - 1ew <orN  pp. - (reprint in S. eBBeSen 
niccolò caminada74
2n the /atin side the maMor sources of the 'e praedicamentis are presumabl\ 
%oethius and a contemporar\ of $lbert 5obert .ilwardb\ the author of a booN 
of 1otulae on Aristotle’s Categories from which $lbert tooN man\ of the dubitabilia 
discussed in the aporetic sections9. $s to the *reeN sources $lbert was probabl\ 
unable to consult directl\ an\ late ancient commentar\ on the Categories ; if 
we trust the chronolog\ proposed b\ the editors Simplicius· commentar\ was 
translated into /atin later (b\ :illiam of 0oerbeNe in )10. As concerns the 
$rabic sources the authors Tuoted b\ $lbert are al-)öröbƮ $vicenna al-ƞazölƮ 
$verroes and ¶0escalach· (the astronomer 0aɐöʾallöh)11  he seems not to have 
Nnown (or at least used) $verroes· middle commentar\ on the Categories since 
all the Tuotations of $verroes in the 'e praedicamentis rather refer to physical or 
metaphysical discussions12. 
$s regards $vicenna the worNs to which $lbert refers b\ name in the 'e 
praedicamentis are the 3K\sics (6amāʿ ɡabīʿī) of the əifāʾ (mentioned in Latin as 
6ufficientia) of which $lbert probabl\ Nnew onl\ the first two booNs and the 
beginning of the third ; the Liber se[tus de naturalibus ($vicenna·s 'e anima .itāb 
7opics in Latin 3KilosopK\ from tKe tK-tK centuries &ollected essa\s of 6ten (bbesen vol.  )urnham/
Surre\ ² %urlington  pp. -). )or recent specific contributions on $lbert·s commentar\ 
see B. treMBlay Albertus 0aJnus  2n tKe 6ubMect of Aristotle’s &ateJories in l. p. newton ed. 0edieval 
&ommentaries on Aristotle’s &ategories %rill /eiden - %oston  pp. - ; id. Albertus 0aJnus on 
tKe 3roblem of tKe 'ivision of tKe &ateJories « Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » 
  pp. -.
9 .ilwardb\·s 1otulae are available on-line in $. &onti·s provisional transcription (85/ : 
http://www-static.cc.univaT.it/diri/lettere/docenti/conti/$llegati/.ilwardb\_praedicamenta.
pdf). .ilwardb\·s influence on $lbert was anal\sed in detail b\ &. Steel (Albert’s use of .ilZardb\’s 
Notulae in Kis parapKrase of tKe &ategories in 9ia Alberti 7e[te-4uellen-Interpretationen $schendorff 
0nster  pp. -).
10 )or the date and the attribution of Simplicius· /atin translation see 6implicius &ommentaire 
sur les &atpgories d’Aristote traduction de *uillaume de 0oerbeNe ed. a. pattin in collaboration with w. 
Stuyven 3ublications universitaires de /ouvain louvain - 3aris - (vol. , pp. xi-xxiii).
11 $ complete list of $lbert·s Tuotations of 0aɐöʾallöh is found in a. cortaBarria Fuentes irabes 
de 6an Alberto 0aJno  el astrynomo 0asKallaK « Estudios Filosoficos »   pp. -.
12 The translation of $verroes· middle commentar\ (7alKӉīɓ) on Aristotle’s &ateJories is 
attributed to *uillelmus de /una  it is extant and edited b\ r. +issette with the collaboration of $. 
Bertolacci (Averroes latinus &ommentum medium super librum 3raedicamentorum Aristotelis 7ranslatio 
:ilKelmo de Luna adscripta 3eeters /euven ).
 :hereas booNs ,-,,,. were translated in Toledo b\ an anon\mous author part of the third 
booN (,,,. -) was translated later in %urgos b\ -ohannes *unsalvi and a certain Salomon between 
1275 and 1280 (See Bertolacci A &ommunit\ of 7ranslators cit. pp. -). ,n the 'e praedicamentis 
$vicenna·s 6ufficientia is mentioned twice (alB. 'e praed ,,,. p. .  ,,,. p. .). The first and 
the second booN of this translation are edited (avicenna latinuS Liber primus naturalium 7ractatus 
primus de causis et principiis naturalis ed. b\ S. van riet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - /eiden 
1992 ; avicenna latinuS Liber primus naturalium II. 'e motu et de consimilibus edd. S. van riet, J. JanSSenS, 
a. allard $cadpmie 5o\ale de %elgiTue %ruxelles 2006).
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al-nafs)14  Tuite curiousl\ even his Categories (3raedicamenta) that are recalled 
onl\ once ³ in a passage from the third chapter of the first treatise. )rom this 
passage , shall start now m\ discussion.
1. HoMonyMy and SynonyMy
'e praed. ,. is a chapter devoted to the discussion of homon\ms and 
other sorts of commonness or dissimilarit\ of names and definitions15. Besides 
homonyms (eTuivoca) s\non\ms (univoca) and paronyms (denominativa) in 
line with the previous exegetical tradition $lbert mentions here the cases of 
polyonyms (multivoca or s\non\ma) namel\ things bearing the same definition 
but different names and heteron\ms (diversivoca) namel\ things having different 
definitions and different names. Since pol\on\ms and heteron\ms as is Nnown 
are not mentioned or discussed b\ $ristotle near the end of the chapter $lbert 
precises the reason for their customar\ treatment in the exegesis of the Categories :
T1 : alBert 'e praed. I p. .- :
« $ttendendum autem est Tuod Tuamvis multivoca sive s\non\ma et diversivoca 
non sint de his Tuibus praedicabile ordinatur in linea generis ³ eo Tuod 
s\non\ma respiciunt unum particulare vel speciale per diversas proprietates 
Tuae sunt in illo multis significatae nominibus diversivoca autem sicut sunt 
diversa nomina sic diversis attribuuntur ³ tamen Tuia et avicenna et algaZel et 
ioHanneS daMaScenuS in suis praedicaMentiS ponunt ista et nos ea hic ponemus non 
ad necessitatem scientiae sed ad doctrinae perfectionem ».
This reference is taNen b\ *rignaschi as a sign of $lbert·s Nnowledge of 
$vicenna·s 0aTūlāt since in the section of 0aTūlāt devoted to homon\ms (I.2) 
$vicenna effectivel\ deals with pol\on\ms and heteron\ms16. +owever other 
possible wa\s to explain this passage have been proposed. )or instance &. Steel 
14 $vicenna·s 1afs was translated in Toledo in the ;,, centur\ b\ *undissalinus and 
$vendeuth. This translation is extant and edited in two volumes : avicenna latinuS Liber de anima 
seu se[tus de naturalibus ,9-9 ed. b\ S. van riet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve  ; avicenna 
latinuS Liber de anima seu se[tus de naturalibus ,-,,, ed. S. van riet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-
1euve . )or $lbert·s Tuotation see alB. 'e praed. ,. p. .  the doctrine Tuoted there b\ 
$lbert seems however not to be exactl\ traceable in the 'e anima (see the editors’ note ad loc). 
15 1amel\ $lbert·s commentar\ on the first chapter of the Categories (ariSt. Cat.  a-).
16 grignaScHi Les traductions latines cit. pp. -. )or $vicenna·s discussion of homon\ms and 
s\non\ms and particularl\ his treatment of multivoca and diversivoca see 0aTūlāt ,. (pp. . - 
. notabl\ pp. . - .). $vicenna·s reworNing of Cat.  is dealt with b\ a. Bäck Avicenna tKe 
&ommentator in newton ed. 0edieval &ommentaries on Aristotle’s &ategories cit. pp. -.
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and S. Donati in their critical edition mention 5. $ndrews· suggestion that it 
ma\ be possible to read ¶$ugustinus· instead of ¶$vicenna· here ³ on the basis 
of a similar emendation made b\ them further in the text17. As the pseudo-
augustinian treatise entitled &ateJoriae decem also reports this doctrine this 
solution is certainl\ viable18  nonetheless it seems not to be sufficientl\ 
supported b\ manuscript evidence (as witnessed b\ the editors· choice of 
maintaining ¶$vicenna·). -anssens instead proposes to identif\ the true 
referent of this Tuotation with the sole al-ƞazölƮ on account of the following 
considerations : since the *hazalian text familiar to $lbert is the /atin translation 
of the 0aTāɓid al-falāsifa which ³ as is Nnown ³ draws on $vicenna·s 'āneɐnāme-
\e ʿAlāʾī it is evident that $lbert holds ƞazölƮ to be a follower of $vicenna (so 
as to call him in the commentar\ on the 0etapK\sics abbreviator Avicennae19). 
Since the ¶logic· of ƞazölƮ·s 0aTāɓid even in the /atin translation reports the 
doctrine of pol\on\ms and heteron\ms it is not unliNel\ that $lbert held this 
section to be derived from a corresponding section of $vicenna·s commentar\20. 
17 alB. 'e praed. ,9. p. .- : « Ex his autem Tuae dicta sunt Tuod scilicet relativa ad 
convertentiam dicuntur seTuitur aliud proprium relativorum Tuod est Tuod relativa sive ea Tuae 
sunt ad aliTuid videntur simul esse natura. 4uod autem secundum convertentiam dicuntur et Tuod simul 
sunt natura differunt in hoc Tuod convertentia est secundum mutuam relationem eorum ad invicem 
in appellatione et casu sed simul esse natura est in hoc Tuod secundum Tuod relativa sunt in esse et 
non esse sive in ortu et occasu ut dicit $ugustinus (-amm\ %orgnet : $vicenna) sunt simul ita Tuod 
posito uno in esse secundum Tuod relativum est ponitur et aliud secundum Tuod refertur ad istud et 
destructo uno secundum Tuod relativum est destruitur et aliud secundum relationem secundum Tuam 
refertur ad istud ». ,n this passage the doctrine is attributed to $vicenna according to the text of -amm\·s 
and %orgnet·s editions  the reason for the error seems to be the mistaNen reading of an abbreviation. 
$s a conseTuence *rignaschi included this Tuotation in his dossier (Les traductions latines cit. pp. -). 
2nce we accept with the editors of the coloniensis the reading ¶$ugustine· the source is then clearl\ 
identifiable with the ps.-$ugustine·s &ateJoriae decem (Aristoteles Latinus ,.- p. .- : « Tunc ergo 
et vere et proprie ¶ad aliTuid· dicitur cum sub uno ortu atTue occasu et id Tuod iungitur et id cui iungitur 
invenitur »  the expression in ortu et occasu is also attributed to $ugustine b\ 5. .ilwardb\ 1otulae p.  
- >ed. conti] : « 8nde ¶simul natura· dicitur hic ut simul natura dicitur esse ab $ugustino simul esse 
secundum ortum et occasum  haec enim posita se ponunt destructa se destruunt »). The reference to 
Andrews in the critical edition occurs at p.  in the note to lines -.
18 ariStoteleS latinuS ,.- p. .-.
19 See for instance alB. 0etapK\s. , >l. ,-9@ p. .. 2n this point see $. Bertolacci Subtilius 
speculando. Le citazioni della Philosophia prima di Avicenna nel &ommento alla Metafisica di Alberto 
Magno « Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » 9  pp. - (in 
particular pp. -).
20 ƞazölƮ·s 0aTāɓid al-falāsifa were translated into /atin in the ;,, centur\ under the title 
6umma tKeorice pKilosopKie b\ *undissalinus and a certain ¶0agister -ohannes· : the logical section 
has been edited b\ &. /ohr (LoJica AlJazelis. Introduction and &ritical 7e[t « Traditio » 21 1965 
pp. -) the ph\sical and metaph\sical section has been edited b\ -. T. 0ucNle (AlJazel’s 
0etapK\sics A 0ediaeval 7ranslation ed. b\ J. t. Muckle 3ontifical ,nstitute of 0ediaeval Studies 
Toronto ). $lgazel·s discussion of multivoca and diversivoca is found in loHr LoJica AlJazelis p. 
246.79-82 : « Diversivoca sunt multa nomina eiusdem rei ut ¶ensis· ¶mucro· ¶gladius·. 0ultivoca 
sunt multa nomina multarum rerum ut ¶eTuus· et ¶asinus· Tuae sunt singula singularum rerum ».
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This h\pothesis is also corroborated as -anssens remarNs b\ the fact that the 
examples mentioned b\ $lbert for pol\on\ms are identical with those found 
in $lgazel·s Logica21. To -anssens· convincing arguments , add that $lbert 
might have at least surmised the existence of an $vicennan treatment of the 
Categories from the retrospective references which are sometimes found in the 
sections of the əifāʾ he certainl\ Nnew for instance in the IlāKi\\āt $vicenna·s 
0etapK\sics22. $ clear reference of this Nind is found at least in the beginning 
of IlāKi\\āt ,,,. a chapter devoted to verif\ing the accidental existence of 
the main four accidental properties i.e. Tuantit\ Tualit\ and relation : here 
$vicenna explicitl\ recalls the treatment of the accidental categories carried 
out « in the beginning of logic » (in principio loJicae).
In the same chapter of the 'e praedicamentis *rignaschi finds what he holds 
to be another possible reference to $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt  the context is $lbert·s 
discussion of s\non\ms and conseTuentl\ of s\non\mous predication. $fter 
commenting on $ristotle·s claim that man and ox share the same notion of 
¶animal· $lbert argues that the principle of s\non\mous predication does not 
exclusivel\ appl\ to genera species and differentiae but also to the ¶accidental· 
predicables such as propert\ and common accident. $s a source for this doctrine 
he cites $vicenna and ƞazölƮ :
T2 : alBert 'e praed ,. p. .- :
« >...@ unde si Tuis assiJnet utriusTue ratione hominis scilicet et bovis secundum 
hoc Tuo sunt animalia hoc est secundum naturam de Tua notam facit nomen 
commune Tuod est animal eandem de necessitate assiJnabit utriusTue hominis 
21 JanSSenS Albert le *rand et sa connaissance cit. p. . $lgazel·s examples (¶ensis mucro 
gladius·) are effectivel\ identical with those found in alB. 'e praed ,. p. .- (¶ensis 
mucro spata gladius·).
22 $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt was translated into /atin probabl\ b\ *undissalinus in Toledo. $ 
critical edition of this translation is available : avicenna latinuS Liber de pKilosopKia prima sive scientia 
divina ,-,9 ed. S. van riet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - /eiden  ; avicenna latinuS Liber de 
pKilosopKia prima sive scientia divina 9-; ed. S. van riet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - /eiden 
1980 ; avicenna latinuS Liber de pKilosopKia prima sive scientia divina Le[iTues b\ S. van riet 3eeters 
- %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - /eiden . $lbert the *reat·s reception of $vicenna·s metaph\sics 
has been studied in detail b\ Bertolacci 6ubtilius speculando cit. ; id. Le citazioni implicite testuali 
della Philosophia prima di Avicenna nel &ommento alla 0etafisica di Alberto 0aJno  analisi tipoloJica 
« Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale »   pp. - ; id. 7Ke 5eception 
of Avicenna’s Philosophia prima in Albert tKe *reat’s &ommentar\ on tKe Metaphysics : 7Ke &ase of tKe 
'octrine of 8nit\ in w. Senner et al. ed. Albertus 0aJnus - =um *edenNen nacK  -aKren  neue 
=uJlnJe AspeNte und 3erspeNtiven $Nademie 9erlag %erlin  pp. -.
 avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima ,-,9 p. .- : « 1ecesse est igitur ut procedamus ad 
certificandum accidentia et stabiliendum ea. Dicam igitur Tuod in principio logicae iam cognovisti 
Tuidditatem decem praedicamentorum >...@ ».
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scilicet et bovis rationem diffinitivam. Et similiter est de Socrate et 3latone in hoc 
nomine ¶homo·. Et sic est in omnibus Tuae ut genus vel ut species vel ut differentia 
vel ut proprium vel etiam ut accidens sub eodem nomine praedicantur ut dicunt 
avicenna et algaZel ».
*rignaschi sees a plausible source for this Tuotation in 0aTūlāt ,. notabl\ 
in a passage where $vicenna explicitl\ denies that onl\ genus species and 
differentia are predicated synonymously : 
T3 : avicenna 0aTūlāt ,. p. .- :
« ,t is absolutel\ not as it was thought namel\ that onl\ genus species and 
differentia are those which fall s\non\mousl\ >on their subMects@ and the others 
not  this because s\non\m\ is not such because of the notion·s being essential 
but because of its being one in meaning and not differentiated. This unit\ ma\ 
exist in what is essential and ma\ >also@ exist in what is accidental such as 
properties and common accidents »24. 
*rignaschi·s mention of this passage is certainl\ appropriate since it 
undoubtedl\ states what $lbert ascribes to $vicenna  however the idea that 
even accidental universals are predicated s\non\mousl\ is alread\ rooted in 
$vicenna·s 0adKӉal (Logica) where it is alluded to more than once25. This does 
not maNe it necessar\ to h\pothesize $lbert·s direct Nnowledge of $vicenna·s 
0aTūlāt though there ³ for sure ³ this idea is reprised and developed26 ; nor to 
figure out as -anssens does a construction of other passages from the Logica27. 
:hat is trul\ problematic seems to be ³ instead ³ the mention of $lgazel whose 
Logica does not apparently report such a doctrine28  , guess that he might be 
24 )or another translation of this and the following passages from 0aTūlāt see the recent 
English version published b\ $. %lcN (avicenna/iBn Sīnā Al-0aTulat &ommentar\ on Aristotle’s 
Categories 3hilosophia 9erlag 0nchen ).
25 See for instance Logica p. va where it is said that all of the five predicables are 
predicated in the same wa\ (namel\ s\non\mousl\) : « haec TuinTue praedicantur uno modo 
sicut iam saepe diximus » (0adK ֑al ,. p. .-) ; Logica p. ra (0adK ֑al ,,. p. .-). 
)or $vicenna·s account of s\non\mous predication in the 0adK ֑al of the əifāʾ see S. di vincenZo 
Avicenna’s reZorNinJ of 3orpK\r\’s ‘common accident’ in tKe liJKt of Aristotle’s &ategories « Documenti 
e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale »   pp. -.
26 This occurs not onl\ in chapter ,. but also in chapter ,. : see n. caMinada A Tuotation of 
an anon\mous ‘loJician’ in Avicenna’s &ategories « Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica 
medievale »   pp. -.
27 JanSSenS Albert le *rand et sa connaissance cit. pp. -.
28 $s -anssens remarNs (ibid) there is in $lgazel·s Logica nothing more than a division of 
the universals (loHr LoJica AlJazelis pp. . - .).
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mentioned here b\ $lbert however in order to reinforce $vicenna·s authorit\ 
as a further instance of the doctrinal agreement that $lbert alwa\s sees between 
$vicenna and $lgazel (as presumabl\ happens elsewhere in 'e praed as well as 
in other $lbertine commentaries)29. 
2. SuBStance and SuBStantial cHange
$s regards the second treatise of $lbert·s 'e praedicamentis devoted to the 
categor\ of substance *rignaschi confesses he was not able to find real doctrinal 
similarities between it and the corresponding sections of $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt (ch. 
,,, -). ,t is indeed clear that in this section $lbert seems not to have borrowed 
relevant doctrinal elements from $vicenna·s Categories  of the four explicit 
Tuotations of $vicenna found here three are surel\ related to the IlāKi\\āt of 
the əifāʾ and the LoJica (0adKӉal). )or the last case onl\ *rignaschi suggests a 
textual parallel : it concerns $lbert·s discussion of one of the properties which 
$ristotle accords to substance namel\ not being receptive of more and less (and 
the related issue of substantial change). $mong the authorities mentioned in 
favour of this doctrine $lbert recalls 3orph\r\ and $vicenna :
T4 : alBert 'e praed ,,. pp. . - . :
« Et hoc modo substantia non potest suscipere magis et minus cuius causa in 
Scientia de univerSaliBuS reddita est a porpHyrio Tuia esse substantiale semper 
idem et simplex est et ideo non potest suscipere magis et minus Tuia sicut 
probat avicenna si magis susciperet tunc in eo magis susciperet Tuod ipsum 
esse substantiale plus formae substantiali appropinTuaret per ipsius formae 
adeptionem Tuod falsum est cum nihil medium habeat ; inter esse enim et non 
esse nihil est medium sicut inter album et nigrum multa sunt media. Et ideo 
secundum esse substantiale non potest esse intensio et remissio in aliTuo ».
$s to the mention of 3orph\r\·s ¶science of universals· the source is clear : in 
the chapter of the IsaJoJe on differentia 3orph\r\ after distinguishing between 
separable and inseparable differences subdivides these latter into per se and 
per accidens  he then sa\s that inseparable differences per se which ma\ be said 
¶substantial· (i.e. constitutive of the essence of a thing) do not admit of more and 
29 $. %ertolacci for instance records a similar case in $lbert·s 0etapK\sics and maNes the 
h\pothesis that $lbert mentions AlJazel onl\ because of his constant agreement with $vicenna·s 
opinion (6ubtilius speculando cit. p. ).
 grignaScHi Les traductions latines cit. p. .
 alB. 'e praed ,,. p. .- and ,,. p. .- (related to the 3KilosopKia prima)  ,,. p. 
.- (related to the Logica).
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less  and the same holds for genera. ,f genera and differences which constitute 
the definition and essence of a thing do not admit of more and less ¶being· 
itself (İੇȞĮȚ which is presumabl\ to be understood as ¶essence·) does not admit 
of more and less. The same point is made in the second part of the IsaJoJe 
as 3orph\r\ clarifies the common features of the predicables ¶difference· and 
¶accident· : here it is said that differentiae do not admit of more and less while 
accidents do. 
$s to the liNel\ source of $vicenna·s Tuotation *rignaschi mentions a short 
passage from chapter ,,,. of $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt devoted to the properties of 
substance  here $vicenna explains the fact that substances do not admit of more 
and less as depending directl\ on the fact that substances have no contraries 
since the more and the less are onl\ found in between contraries. Though 
not unrelated to $lbert·s point this passage does not fit ver\ well as the locus 
supposedl\ Tuoted b\ $lbert since it never refers to the absence of intermediates 
which instead pla\s an important role in $lbert·s account. *rignaschi could have 
mentioned another passage found onl\ a few lines below where $vicenna states 
³ in convoluted terms ³ that change in substance ma\ onl\ occur abruptl\ :
T5 : avicenna 0aTūlāt ,,,. p. .- :
« 0oreover the wa\ of contrariet\ which was not severel\ denied to substances 
belongs to what does not allow the progression from some >substances@ to others 
according to intension and remission. Thus not all contraries are such that the 
transition from some of them to others occurs in such a way  but sometimes it 
happens all at once ». 
 ariStoteleS latinuS , - p. .- : « ,llae igitur Tuae per se sunt in substantiae ratione 
accipiuntur et faciunt aliud  illae vero Tuae secundum accidens nec in substantiae ratione dicuntur 
nec faciunt aliud sed alteratum. Et illae Tuidem Tuae per se sunt non suscipiunt magis et minus 
illae vero Tuae per accidens (vel si inseparabiles sint) intentionem recipiunt et remissionem ; nam 
neTue genus magis et minus praedicatur cuius fuerit genus neTue generis differentiae secundum 
Tuas dividitur  ipsae enim sunt Tuae uniuscuiusTue rationem ^definitionem` complent esse 
autem unicuiTue unum et idem neTue intentionem neTue remissionem suscipiens est aTuilum 
autem esse vel simum vel coloratum aliTuo modo et intenditur et remittitur » (porpH. IsaJ. p. 
9.14-18 Busse).
 ariStoteleS latinuS , - p. .- : « Et differentia Tuidem inintendibilis est et inremissibilis 
accidentia vero magis et minus recipiunt » (porpH. IsaJ. p. .- %usse).
 avicenna 0aTūlāt ,,,. p. .- : « This propert\ (i.e. the fact that substances have no 
contraries) is followed b\ another one namel\ the fact that substance does not admit of more and 
less. )or what becomes ¶more· >of something@ intensifies from a certain state which is contrar\ 
to the state towards which it intensifies  hence it does not cease leaving the state of weaNness 
little b\ little being directed towards strength or >leaving@ the state of strength being directed 
towards the state of weaNness ».
 ,.e. according to intension and remission.
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The ¶wa\ of contrariet\· which must not be totall\ denied to substances is 
contrariet\ without intermediaries which admits of abrupt changes (instead 
of graduall\ deplo\ed ones). Therefore even if we accept that substance has 
contraries its contrariet\ does not necessaril\ entail a variation in degrees.
2therwise as 3orph\r\·s statement concerning the unit\ and unchangeabilit\ 
of being is reprised b\ $vicenna in the 0adK઄al the relevant passage in this latter 
ma\ be seen as a liNel\ source for $lbert (as it is in fact according to -anssens 
and the critical editors) :
T6 : avicenna Logica p. r a-b (  0adK ઄al pp. . - .) :
« Dicemus autem nunc Tuod essentia uniuscuiusTue rei una est. 2portet ergo ut 
essentia rei nec augeatur nec minuatur. Si enim esse rei et essentia esset idem Tuod 
est minimum inter terminos antedictae divisionis  sed Tuod est augmentatum 
est praeter diminutum  tunc augmentum est praeter esse rei. Similiter si esse 
eius esset id Tuod est diminutum ; similiter si esset esse mediocre. Intentio autem 
communis tribus Tuae non est una numero non est ipsa essentia rei Tuae est una 
numero. 1on enim potest dici Tuod augmentatum et diminutum conveniant in 
una intentione Tuae sit essentia  ergo essentia rei non recipit magis et minus. Si 
autem augeatur constituitur eius essentia ex eius augmento ; tunc eius essentia 
est magis. Si vero eius essentia non constituitur ex aumento sed ex diminutione 
tunc eius essentia est minus  si vero ex nullo eorum constituitur tunc non est 
constituta ex augmento aut diminutione : sed ex intentione communi ». 
$vicenna·s argument here is the following : since essence is one b\ number 
it cannot admit of more and less. The reason for this is the fact that being the 
 JanSSenS Albert le *rand et sa connaissance cit. pp. -.
 The Venice print has here verum as a translation for the $rabic anTaɓ (lesser)  however at 
least one /atin manuscript (1apoli %iblioteca 1azionale 9,,,.E.) reads minimum which seems more 
correct and preferable. , thanN )ranooise +udr\ for the information about the 1aples manuscript 
which is the basis of her forthcoming critical edition of $vicenna·s Logica (LoJica Avicennae 7raduction 
latine mpdipvale de Avicenne aɐ-əifāʾ al-0adNKal edition critiTue annotpe accompagnpe d·une 
recherche des sources grecTues par F. Hudry 3aris editions 9rin coll. Sic et 1on).
 The original $rabic reads as follows : « :e now sa\ that the essence of ever\ thing is one 
so the essence of ever\ thing must not become more nor less  for if the Tuiddit\ and the essence 
of a thing is the lesser among the limits of augmentation and diminution and the bigger is other 
than the lesser then the bigger is other than the essence >of the thing@. /iNewise if the thing 
were the bigger and the intermediate. $s to the notion shared b\ the three >of them@ which is 
not one numericall\ but b\ generalit\ >bi-l-ʿumūm omitted in the /atin@ it is not the essence 
of the thing numericall\ one  so \ou cannot sa\ that the more the less and the intermediate 
share in a single meaning which is the essence of the thing. Therefore the essence of the thing 
does not undergo augmentation and diminution ; so what is constitutive of the essence does not 
undergo augmentation and diminution >fa-mā Nāna muTaZZiman li-ŏātiKī lā \aƤtamilu l-zi\ādata Za-
l-nuTɓāna omitted in the /atin@.
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two limits of intensification and weaNening different things the essence ma\ not 
correspond to both things (as intensified entities do though in different times) 
without losing its numerical unit\ ; the same would hold for the intermediate states 
(which again on their part are different from the extremes). , thinN that there are 
reasons to dismiss this passage as a potential source of $lbert·s Tuotation : first it 
does not present a doctrine such as that attributed to $vicenna in T4 since the point 
in $lbert·s Tuotation is the absence of intermediate states in substantial change 
(which is not the case here)  secondl\ at least in a trul\ $vicennan perspective 
¶essence· is not identical with ¶substance· : the argument in T6 applies thus to the 
essence of ever\ being endowed with a genus and a difference (even accidents) 
contrar\ to what $lbert reports. ,t is true however that $lbert also uses substantia 
and substantialis in the sense of ¶essence· and ¶essential· which might Mustif\ the 
two notions· overlap in this context. -anssens convincingl\ suggests that this 
passage needs to be completed b\ means of another source namel\ the 3K\sics of 
the əifāʾ where the immediate nature of substantial change is actuall\ stated ver\ 
clearl\ (and widel\ discussed in the third chapter of the second booN) :
T7 : avicenna latinuS Liber primus naturalium ,,. p. .- (  6amāʿ ɡabīʿī ,,. 
p. 98.9-12) : 
« Et dicemus Tuod hoc Tuod dicimus Tuod in substantia est motus est dictio 
impropria Tuia in hac categoria non cadit motus. 1atura enim substantialis 
cum destruitur destruitur subito et cum generatur generatur subito et non 
invenitur inter eius potentiam puram et eius effectum purum perfectio media 
Tuia forma substantialis non suscipit magis et minus ».
There are two possible solutions then : $lbert might either according to 
*rignaschi·s h\pothesis have followed $vicenna·s doctrine as expounded in 0aTūlāt 
,,,. (T5)  or he might have completed $vicenna·s interpretation of 3orph\r\·s 
passage in the 0adK ઄al (T6) with the 6amāʿ ɡabīʿī (T7) or a similar passage found 
elsewhere. *iven ³ however ³ the substantial difference between the arguments of 
T6 and T7 and the fact that this latter is closer in meaning and wording to $lbert·s 
Tuotation the source might be ver\ liNel\ the 6amāʿ ɡabīʿī alone40. The 0aTūlāt-
 JanSSenS Albert le *rand et sa connaissance cit. p. . $s -anssens remarNs « ici l·absence 
d·augmentation ou de diminution dans la forme substantielle est prpsente e[pressis verbis ».
40 $n implicit Tuotation of T5 which definitel\ conve\s the sense of $vicenna·s argument 
in the Logica ma\ be found instead in another passage of 'e praed (,. p. .- : « Et ita et 
nominata natura et ratio impositionis nominis erit una in talibus ut sit et ratio substantiae et 
ratio substantialis eadem simul in his Tuae sunt univoca et Tuod illa natura in eis sit participata 
aeTualiter Tuod non secundum magis et minus nec secundum prius et posterius sit in ipsis sed 
uno modo sicut esse est unum. Quod si magis et minus susciperet non esset unum omnino sicut 
in antehabitis determinatum est et in libro De universalibus »).
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h\pothesis is in this case as well not ver\ economical since it is possible to 
trace clearl\ $vicenna·s position in a text certainl\ Nnown to the /atins.
3. quantity : tHe couple large/SMall and tHe relative nature oF contrarieS
,n the third treatise of $lbert·s 'e praedicamentis (7ractatus de Tuantitate) there 
is onl\ one Tuotation of interest. The context where it is found is the discussion 
of the properties of Tuantit\ which is said b\ $ristotle to have no contraries : 
as is Nnown in this section of the Categories Aristotle is especially committed to 
explaining wh\ the couple large/small which seems to consist of two contrar\ 
Tuantities is neither a couple of contraries nor a couple of Tuantities. 2ne of 
the arguments $ristotle sets forth is the following : since large and small are 
relative notions a same thing ma\ be said ¶large¶ with respect to a thing ¶small· 
with respect to another. ,f we accept this and we hold large and small to be 
contraries as well we are presented with the paradox of a same thing admitting 
of two contraries simultaneousl\ which would lead to the absurd conseTuence 
of something being a contrar\ of itself41. $s an authorit\ on the relative nature 
of contraries $lbert recalls $vicenna :
T8 : alBert 'e praed ,,,. pp. . - . :
« &ontinJit etiam ut diximus eadem sibiipsis esse contraria 1am si maJnum parvo est 
contrarium sed iam probatum est Tuod ipsum simul maJnum et parvum est seTuitur 
Tuod ipsum sibiipsi contrarium est. Et hoc seTuitur ex hoc Tuia Tuod comparatum 
alicui formam recipit contrarii illud simpliciter habet formam illam et si alii 
comparatum habet formam alterius contrarii seTuitur Tuod simpliciter habet 
etiam illam Tuia contrariae formae Tuibus insunt simpliciter insunt eo Tuod 
non sunt formae comparationis ut dicit avicenna sed sunt Tualitates absolutae ».
This doctrine ³ as formulated here ³ is ver\ interesting since it mirrors 
$vicenna·s point on this topic in 0aTūlāt : it needs therefore to be discussed in 
detail. *rignaschi cites as a source for this passage the chapter of 0aTūlāt where 
$vicenna deals with the properties of Tuantit\ (,9.). $fter having mentioned the 
case of the couple large/small $vicenna maNes a general statement concerning all 
the properties which are wrongl\ thought to be contrar\ Tuantities : 
T9 : avicenna 0aTūlāt ,9. p. .- :
« .now that the examples that have been mentioned regarding the statement that 
there is contrariet\ in Tuantities are ³ all of them ³ accidents of Tuantit\ and 
41 ariSt. &at b²a.
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the\ are not Tuantities as \ou have learned  moreover there is no contrariet\ 
in them for contrariet\ is onl\ found between two natures each one of which 
is intelligible b\ itself and then if it is put in relation to the other it is said to 
be contrar\ to the other. /iNe heat and coldness  because each one of them is 
intelligible b\ itself then if it is put in relation to the other it is contrar\ to it. So 
there is a nature to which there accidentall\ belongs a relation (iŐāfa) which is 
the relation of contrariety ».
There is here no literal correspondence to the distinction found in $lbert 
between forma simpliciter and forma comparationis  still the doctrine seems to 
be ³ after all ³ the same : contraries are b\ themselves absolute things natures 
intelligible b\ themselves and are not ³ b\ themselves ³ relative. $lbert 
however does not add explicitl\ in T8 as $vicenna does in T9 that contrariet\ 
³ insofar as it is contrariet\ ³ is a super-added ¶relation· (a point on which 
$vicenna also insists in 0aTūlāt 9,,. a pivotal chapter for his doctrine of the 
contraries mentioned b\ *rignaschi in a note42)  it will be clear nonetheless 
from a further $lbertine reference to comparationis forma (see below . T11 
and the related discussion) that $lbert seems to have Nnown the $vicennan 
doctrine of the relational character of contrariet\ a doctrine which apparentl\ 
prompted him to present $vicenna as an advocate of a conceptualist doctrine of 
relations. The doctrinal similarit\ between T8 and T9 seems to verif\ at least 
for these passages *rignaschi·s conMecture  however $vicenna·s effort towards 
a coherent and s\stematic presentation of his philosoph\ in all his maMor worNs 
and especially in in the əifāʾ maNes it liNel\ that the same doctrine expounded 
in one place is alluded to somewhere else  this being the case other h\potheses 
must be taNen into account to explain $lbert·s Tuotation.
-anssens proposes as a liNel\ source for T8 a passage of 6amāʿ ɡabīʿī ,,. where 
$vicenna deals with motion in the categor\ of Tuantit\ : this passage does not 
provide a parallel for the nature of contrariet\ in general but presents the idea 
of ¶absolute· largeness and smallness in Tuantitative change (which suits well 
$lbert·s Tuotation in T8). :e can also taNe into account another possibilit\ : 
42 grignaScHi Les traductions latines cit. p. 71 n. 40. The treatise is here erroneously indicated 
as ¶fourth· treatise (¶Al-maTklatu-r-rkbiʿa·). The chapter is entitled ¶2n doubts related to what was 
said concerning opposition· (Fī ɐuNūN talƤaTu mā Tīla fī l-taTābul) ; it is the second of a series of two 
chapters dealing with $ristotle·s theor\ of opposites (as outlined in &at b-b. )or the 
relational character of contrariet\ see especiall\ 0aTūlāt 9,,. pp. . - .  . - ..
 JanSSenS Albert le *rand et sa connaissance cit. pp. - ; Liber primus naturalium ,,. pp. 
195.56 - 196.67 (6amāʿ ɡabīʿī ,,. p. .-) : « Sed iam dubitatur Tuod magnum et parvum non 
sunt contraria cum motus omnes sint inter contraria et dicemus ad hoc Tuod nos non cogimur 
affirmare Tuod omnes motus sint inter contraria tantum et non in aliis. &um enim fuerint 
aliTua opposita Tuae non conveniant simul et processerit res de uno ad aliud paulatim vocamus 
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though the most detailed treatment of opposition and contrariet\ in the əifāʾ
(and probabl\ in the whole of $vicenna·s corpus) is found in the seventh treatise 
of 0aTūlāt the issue is also discussed in the seventh treatise of the 0etapK\sics 
(IlāKi\\āt) notabl\ in the first chapter devoted to the attributes of unit\ and 
multiplicit\. 0ost of the discussion of contraries found in this context is aimed 
at den\ing that contraries are to be found in different genera  it is true instead 
that contraries are alwa\s found in the same genus. :hile restating this notion 
of contrariet\ $vicenna addresses criticall\ the opinion of some unidentified 
philosophers named in $rabic ¶the superficial theorists· (aKl al-˂āKir min al-
na˂ar) who group certain contraries under two genera : convenientia (muZāfaTa) 
and diversitas (muK઄ālafa) according to their being either congruent with the 
acTuisitions of perception and intellect or their being ³ instead ³ incongruent 
with them44. $vicenna argues that all these contraries are not b\ themselves 
congruent or incongruent but that the\ are instead b\ themselves Tualities 
upon which some other concomitants or accidents are super-added (for instance 
relations in the case of congruence and incongruence) :
T10 : avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima 9,,. pp. . - . (  avicenna 
IlāKi\\āt 9,,. pp. . - .) :
« 9idetur autem Tuod Tui non bene consideraverunt hoc intellexerunt Tuod 
eorum Tuae sunt contraria et habent genera propinTua sub Tuibus continentur 
Tuaedam conveniunt in sensu vel intellectu ...!45 et Tuaedam differunt. Et 
collegerunt ex eis intentionem convenientiae et intentionem diversitatis et 
posuerunt unam ex eis genus Tuorundam et alteram posuerunt genus aliorum. 
illam rem mobilem Tuamvis non sit ibi contrarietas. 0agnum autem et parvum inter Tuae 
movetur vegetabile et arescibile non est ipsum parvum et magum relatum absolute sed Tuasi 
natura posuerit speciebus sensibilibus et vegetabilibus terminos in magnitudine et terminos in 
parvitate Tuos non excedunt et moventur inter eos : ergo magnum ibi erit magnum absolute 
et non erit parvum comparatione alterius magni in eadem specie  similiter autem parvum erit 
parvum absolute ».
44 The identit\ of this group of philosophers is unclear. $. %ertolacci in the notes to his ,talian 
translation of $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt (Avicenna Libro della JuariJione Le cose divine 8TET Torino  
p. ) proposes tentativel\ to identif\ them with 3\thagorean philosophers since the argument 
of 9,,. bears some resemblances to a 3\thagorean argument refuted b\ $vicenna in ,,,. (p. 
.-). )or an anal\sis of this latter argument see a. Bertolacci 0etafisica A   a- nell’ 
,löhi\\öt del .itöb al-əiföʾ di Ibn 6īnā « Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » 
10 1999 pp. -.
45 The /atin text omits part of &airo lines - reading « some are incongruent some others 
are congruent in affirmation others differ in distinction » (« et Tuaedam differunt et Tuaedam 
conveniunt in affirmatione et alia in distinctione » according to S. 9an 5iet·s translation). This 
passage is expunged b\ $. %ertolacci on the basis of manuscript evidence in his ,talian translation 
of the IlāKi\\āt (Avicenna Libro della JuariJione cit. &orrezioni dell’edizione del &airo dell’,löhi\\öt p. ).
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Sed non debet ita esse. 1am sensus convenientiae et diversitatis est ...!46 ut cum 
posita fuerint Tuasi duae naturae invenientur eis aliTua Tuae diversis respectibus 
apta sint poni Tuasi genera eorum. ,psa enim continentur sub universitate 
potentiarum agendi et patiendi Tuodam modo et sub Tualitatibus alio modo et 
sub relationibus alio modo. ,psa enim secundum hoc Tuod proveniunt ex rebus 
Tuae sunt potentiae agendi et secundum hoc Tuod acTuiruntur in aliTuo ex 
aliTuibus Tuae sunt potentiae patiendi et secundum hoc Tuod de illis Tuiescunt 
dispositiones in suis sustinentibus sunt de Tualitatibus sed secundum hoc Tuod 
conveniens est conveniens suo convenienti sunt de relativis. &um autem nomen 
rei Tuae est de convenientia vel diversitate fuerit reductum ad aliTuam istarum 
intentionum continebitur sub genere Tuod est ei proprium. 1on dico autem 
Tuod una res contineatur sub diversis generibus (hoc enim est Tuod ego refugio) 
sed Tuia diversis respectibus una res est aliud et aliud et continetur in alia parte 
nec sunt haec certa genera sed sunt Tuasi genera Tuia sunt res compositae ex 
intentione et actione vel passione vel relatione et aliis et videtur Tuod in seipsis 
sunt Tualitates et ceteri respectus comitantur ea ».
The doctrinal core of this text is not identical with the one found in $lbert·s 
Tuotation but might have inspired it : we find here clearl\ spelled the idea 
that congruent and incongruent things are ¶b\ themselves· Tualities (in seipsis 
>...@ Tualitates) whereas other considerations of them (for instance as actions/
affections and relations) are superadded as concomitants. Then as an alternative 
to *rignaschi·s h\pothesis $lbert might either have read 6amāʿ ɡabīʿī ,,. as 
suggested b\ -anssens  or he might have found $vicenna·s idea that contraries 
are absolute Tualities (as a source for T8) and that contrariety is somehow 
a relational property of theirs (as a source for T11) in this ver\ passage of the 
IlāKi\\āt  as to the expression comparationis forma it might have resulted from the 
parallel reading of another $vicennan passage which , will discuss shortl\ (.).
4. relativeS
4.1 Are relatives a cateJor\ " 7Ke matter of Avicenna’s conceptualism 
The fourth treatise of $lbert·s 'e praedicamentis devoted to the categor\ of 
relatives is opened b\ two chapters corresponding to two digressions which 
certainl\ are to be numbered amongst the most original and interesting pages 
46 The /atin text omits a part of &airo lines - which reads « >is@ the sense of concomitants 
since the\ do not belong to things b\ themselves but b\ relation. Then congruent and incongruent 
things » (« sensus comitantium Tuia non sunt rebus in seipsis sed per relationem deinde 
convenicntia et diversa » according to S. 9an 5iet·s translation).
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of $lbert·s commentar\47. ,n the first digression $lbert while answering a series 
of doubts tries to decide whether relatives ma\ be properl\ said to be a categor\ ; 
in the second he reflects again over the ontological status of relations and 
on the division of the genus ¶relative· into its subordinate genera species and 
individuals. The difficult\ on which the first digression is based comes from the 
ancient philosophers· disagreement concerning the generic nature of relatives : 
according to a certain ¶=eno· and some other unspecified thinNers relation is not 
a separate being but a thing (res) or ¶notion· (ratio) resulting from a ¶comparison· 
or connection (comparatio) between two things belonging to other categories 
which is ¶intermingled· (immi[tum) with them  since however the categories 
classif\ the primar\ meanings of separate being and the nature of relatives 
implies their being ¶contaminated· with the other categories according to them 
relatives ma\ not be numbered among the highest genera of being48. This opinion 
is confirmed in $lbert·s account b\ a set of further arguments ascribed to =eno 
³ except for the last one which is attributed to $vicenna and al-)öröbƮ. %efore 
discussing the $vicennan argument , will sum up the previous ones :
[1] ,f $ is compared to % it must be compared either b\ itself or b\ means 
of something else  however it is surel\ not compared b\ itself since otherwise 
ever\thing would be relative. There must be then a certain ratio of comparison 
& the existence of which is therefore understood intellectuall\ before a 
comparison effectivel\ taNes place. %ut what is such as to be intellected before 
the accident cannot be a genus of the accident. Therefore relatives are not a 
genus of being49.
[2] 1o true accident ma\ be an accident of something else  thus since the 
comparatio of relatives accidentall\ belongs to the other accidents relatives are 
not a true accident (a categor\)50.
47 $lbert·s doctrine of relations alread\ was the subMect of dedicated contributions : see for 
instance J. Brower 5elations :itKout 3ol\adic 3roperties  Albert tKe *reat on tKe 1ature and 2ntoloJical 
6tatus of 5elations « $rchiv fr *eschichte der 3hilosophie »   pp. -. %rower also 
discusses $lbert·s theor\ in his entr\ for the Stanford Enc\clopedia of 3hilosoph\ (0edieval 
7Keories of 5elations in e. n. Zalta ed. 7Ke 6tanford (nc\clopedia of 3KilosopK\ >:inter  Edition@ 
85/ : https ://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2015/entries/relations-medieval/). For an analysis 
of the main post-albertine theories of relations see M. g. Henninger 5elations 0edieval 7Keories -
 &larendon 3ress 2xford .
48 alB. 'e praed . p. .- : « =eno enim et Tuidam alii hoc praedicamentum dicebant non 
esse praedicamentum sed rem vel rationem aliis praedicamentis immixtam ex eorum ad invicem 
comparatione. Et cum prima genera sint voces prima rerum genera significantes hoc autem genus 
non significetur ut ens ab aliis separatum sed ut aliis immixtum videtur ei Tuod significatum eius 
non sit ens Tuod sit de primis partibus entis ».
49Ibid p. .-.
50 Ibid p. .-.
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[3] 5elatives also belong to all things as a conseTuence of all things· being 
subdivided into genera and species or their being wholes and parts  being such 
a derived propert\ (coaccidens) it cannot be a genus for itself51.
[4] The fact that genera species and all predicables are found relativel\ in 
all things does not impl\ that generalit\ specificit\ and the liNe are genera 
for themselves. )or this reason relatives as well are not to be numbered as an 
independent genus but onl\ as a certain accident found in other genera (Jenerum 
aliorum Tuoddam accidens)52.
)rom all these arguments somewhat obscure and sophistical it ma\ be 
inferred that =eno·s doctrine identifies relation as a tertium Tuid be\ond the 
relative extremes (which under man\ respects leads to den\ to it the status of 
a categor\). Though at first he seems to Neep the alternative open whether it 
has real or mental existence (rem vel rationem) argument [1] apparently inclines 
towards a conceptualist account.
$fter the proofs attributed to =eno and his followers as , said $lbert 
proposes a further related argument attributed to $vicenna and )öröbƮ. Quite 
interestingl\ this argument again denies to relatives the status of a categor\ on 
the basis of a conceptualist theor\ :
T11 : alBert 'e praed ,9. p. .- :
« $dhuc autem fortius obiecerunt Tuidam posteriorum sicut avicenna et alFaraBiuS 
dicentes Tuod nulla forma Tuae sit ens est in re Tuae non sit absoluta secundum 
esse Tuod habet in ipsa sicut patet inducendo de calido frigido albo nigro dulci 
amaro et omnibus aliis  sed comparatio Tuae fit rerum ad invicem secundum 
formas Tuae insunt rebus fit actu rationis Tuae dicit Tuod in Tuibus est una 
Tualitas sunt similia et in Tuibus non est una sunt dissimilia vel differentia ; 
comparationis ergo forma Tuae est in his Tuae sunt ad aliTuid non est res sed ratio 
ut videtur Tuae nihil est extra animam comparantis unum alteri. *eneralissima 
prima genera rerum significant  ad aliTuid autem non est ens ratum apud naturam 
extra sed ens rationis  ad aliTuid ergo non potest esse generalissimum ». 
The mention of )öröbƮ is certainl\ doubtful since in the )arabian worNs surel\ 
Nnown to $lbert there is no such indication of )öröbƮ·s belief in the intellectual 
nature of relatives54. $s to $vicenna among the Tuotations found in the 'e 
51 Ibid p. .-.
52 Ibid. pp. . - ..
 -. %rower (5elations :itKout 3ol\adic 3roperties cit. p. ) also taNes most of these arguments 
to be substantiall\ anti-realist.
54 This is also remarNed b\ -anssens : see Albert le *rand et sa connaissance cit. p. 247 (where 
-anssens Tualifies *rignaschi·s statement as « purement h\pothptiTue »).
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praedicamentis this is for sure the most problematic. ,t seems clear in fact from 
$vicenna·s treatment of relatives in the IlāKi\\āt that he does not hold relations 
to have a merel\ intellectual character  on the contrar\ he explicitl\ affirms 
their ontological realit\55. *rignaschi though recognizing that $vicenna is not 
strictl\ speaNing a conceptualist Tuotes as a possible source of this doctrine a 
passage of 0aTūlāt ,9. where $vicenna according to him would state that it 
is easier to conceive of relation as of a mental thing than of a concrete being56. 
He also mentions another place of 0aTūlāt ,9. which according to him could 
be understood as a denial of the concrete existence of relation57. -anssens liNe 
*rignaschi notes that $vicenna actuall\ denies to relatives a purel\ intellectual 
existence but he holds at the same time that $lbert might have taNen inspiration 
from a certain passage of the 3KilosopKia prima which , will discuss shortl\58. 
,t must be noted at first that *rignaschi misunderstands the $rabic text of 
the $vicennan sentence he Tuotes : $vicenna does not sa\ in the mentioned 
passage of 0aTūlāt ,9. that relatives are more easil\ conceivable as existing 
intellectually ; he actually says that the comprehension of relative tKinJs (muŐāfāt) 
inasmuch as the\ are concrete things is easier than the comprehension of 
abstract relations (muǧarrad al-iŐāfāt)59 : that is wh\ $vicenna (and also $ristotle 
according to him) speaNs of relatives in the context of an introductor\ worN 
liNe the Categories are. $s for the other $vicennan passage it must be read in its 
context (in *rignaschi·s article onl\ the underlined part is reported)60 :
55 avicenna latinuS, 3KilosopKia 3rima ,,,. p. .- : « ,n signatis autem multa sunt 
huiusmodi Tuia in signatis est ad aliTuid ». See also the note ad loc in the editio coloniensis 
(« notandum est Tuod $vicenna ipse opinionem repellit alicuius ¶sectae· Tuae tenuit ¶Tuod 
certitudo relativorum non est nisi in anima cum intelliguntur res »). The same holds -. %rower 
(5elations :itKout 3ol\adic 3roperties cit.). 0ore in general concerning $vicenna·s doctrine of 
relatives in 0aTūlāt and IlāKi\\āt see H. ZgHal La relation cKez Avicenne « $rabic Sciences and 
Philosophy »   pp. -. 2n the /atin fortune of $vicenna·s doctrine on relation see J. 
decorte Avicenna’s ontoloJ\ of relation a source of inspiration to Henr\ of *Kent in J. JanSSenS, d. de SMet 
eds. Avicenna and Kis KeritaJe. Acts of tKe international colloTuium (September - September  ) 
/euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  pp. -.
56 grignaScHi, Les traductions latines cit. p.  : « ­ son tour $vicenne a remarTup Tu·il ptait plus 
facile de considprer les relations comme un rapport ptabli par la raison Tue de comprendre celle 
Tui existent dans les choses ».
57 avic. 0aTūlāt ,9. p. .- : see below T12.
58 JanSSenS Albert le *rand et sa connaissance cit. p. . See below T12.
59 The $rabic reads in fact (0aTūlāt ,9. p. .-) : Za-l-ZuTūfu ʿalā l-muŐāfāti asKalu ʿalā 
l-ŏiKni min al-ZuTūfi ʿalā muǧarradi l-iŐāfāti llatī Ki\a l-maTūlatu (« the comprehension of relatives is 
easier for the mind than the comprehension of the abstract relations which are the categor\ »).
60 grignaScHi, Les traductions latines cit. p.  note .
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T12 : avicenna 0aTūlāt ,9. p. .- :
« Thus if the relative is that which does have no existence but being relative it 
follows that if one of the two extremes is determined in a certain wa\ (Ƥuɓɓila 
aƤadu ɡarafa\Kī taƤɓīlan) the other is determined because of it ; so that if you 
sa\ ¶double· absolutel\ indeterminatel\ \ou figure out in front of it ¶half· 
indeterminately  if \ou sa\ ¶a double that is four· \ou figure out in front of it 
¶a half that is two·. 2ur sa\ing ¶determination of the relative· (taƤɓīl al-muŐāf) 
is an expression b\ which we >ma\@ understand >man\@ meanings. :e must 
maNe a premise before explaining this : we say that a relative does not have 
separate61 existence but its existence consists of being attached to things ; and it 
is specified b\ the specification of this being-attached. The specification of this 
being-attached is understood in two wa\s : one of them consists of taNing the 
substrate of attachment (al-malƤūT) and the relation together ; so this consists 
of a categor\ and a categor\ and it is not a categor\ but it is composed b\ a 
categor\ and a categor\. The other wa\ consists of taNing as associated with the 
relation a certain wa\ of that proper intellectual being-attached and of taNing 
them together as a single accident for the substrate of attachment. This is the 
specification of relation (tanZīʿ al-iŐāfa) and its determination ». 
This passage comes from the second part of chapter ,9. where $vicenna deals 
with the second definition of relatives found in Categories 7 : relatives as things 
for which ¶being is the same as being somehow related to something· in $cNrill·s 
translation62. $fter highlighting the difference between this definition and the 
previous one $vicenna tacNles the $ristotelian statement that according to this 
latter definition « if someone Nnows an\ relative definitel\ he will also Nnow 
definitel\ that in relation to which it is spoNen of » (man ʿarafa aƤada l-muŐāfa\ni 
muƤaɓɓalan ʿarafa llaŏī ila\Ki \uŐāfu muƤaɓɓalan in ,sƤöT b. Ʃuna\n·s $rabic 
translation). +e then turns to clarif\ the meaning of ¶determination· at staNe 
here : to determine relatives means to ¶specif\· them in the technical sense 
apparentl\ of ¶dividing into species· (tanZīʿ). Since relation has no independent 
existence but is alwa\s attached to something what needs to be specified is the 
modalit\ of attachment. 2ne possible wa\ consists of specif\ing the categor\ to 
which the relation is attached : ¶relation· when attached to Tualit\ produces 
¶similarit\·  ¶relation· when attached to Tuantit\ produces ¶eTuivalence· ; 
and so on. $vicenna·s statement that this specification is ¶composite· seems to 
entail that he is tacitl\ dismissing it. The second wa\ is formulated in rather 
61 *rignaschi reads munfarid instead of mufrad (Cairo).
62 ariSt. &at a-.
 k. georr Les &atpJories d’Aristote dans leurs versions s\ro-arabes ,nstitut )ranoais de Damas 
%e\routh  p. .-.
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obscure and vague terms : it implies apparentl\ that a relation ma\ be specified 
intellectuall\ in its own right in a wa\ which is not dependent on the subMect of 
the relation64. The two wa\s might be exemplified b\ the beginning of IlāKi\\āt 
,,,. where $vicenna presents three wa\s of dividing relatives : () according to 
their being found in certain categories () according to notions such as ¶eTualit\· 
¶action/passion· ¶assimilation· etc.  and () in a third wa\ which depends on the 
necessit\ that a certain thing exists in relatives for a relation to subsist between 
them65. :hereas the first wa\ of T12 corresponds to () the second wa\ might 
be interpreted with respect to () or ().
,t is however clear that text T12 does not state the intellectual nature of 
relations : the claim that relatives have no ¶separate· existence does not 
necessaril\ impl\ their mental existence (all accidents have in a larger sense 
non-separate existence but the\ certainl\ exist in realit\) nor does impl\ it their 
possibilit\ of being specified according to a certain ¶intellectual· consideration. 
$lthough this is sufficient to disprove *rignaschi·s h\pothesis both the issue of 
$vicenna·s alleged conceptualism and the reason for $lbert·s Tuotation must be 
inspected more in detail. 
$ detailed presentation of $vicenna·s theor\ of relation (as expounded in 
chapter III.10 of the IlāKi\\āt and in 0aTūlāt ,9.-) would reTuire a contribution 
for itself : , will tr\ nonetheless to resume it as to what concerns the scope of 
the present enTuir\66. In 0aTūlāt ,9.- $vicenna refuses explicitl\ to tacNle 
the Tuestion of the existence of relations since ³ as he states clearl\ ³ it is not 
worth being discussed in a logical worN67. ,n passages such as T12 and its 
64 This is the conclusion of +. =ghal who interprets this passage b\ means of a parallel reading 
of avic. Ǧadal 9. pp. . - . : « /e recours j ce passage du Ǧadal permet d·plucider la 
notion d·une ¶sppcification idpale du relatif par son mode d·advention·. ,l situe cette diversification 
j un niveau conceptuel et sans faire intervenir aucune variante empiriTue. ¶/e mode d·advention· 
de la relation appartient j la relation elle-mrme sans Tue le suMet dont elle peut rtre l·accident j un 
niveau factuel ou le prpdicat j un niveau logiTue ne soit concernp par sa diversification » (ZgHal 
La relation cKez Avicenne cit. p. ).
65 avic. IlāKi\\āt ,,,. pp. . - .. 
66 IlāKi\\āt ,,,. is anal\sed in M. e. MarMura Avicenna’s &Kapter ‘2n tKe 5elative’ in tKe 
Metaphysics of tKe Shiföʾ in g. F. Hourani ed. (ssa\s on Islamic 3KilosopK\ and 6cience State 
8niversit\ of 1ew <orN 3ress $lban\  pp. - ; for a more specific focus on the IlāKi\\āt 
see also a. Bäck, Avicenna on 5elations and tKe %radle\an 5eJress in J. Biard, i. roSier-catacH eds. La 
tradition mpdipvale des &atpJories (;II-;9 siqcles editions de l·,nstitut Supprieur de 3hilosophie - 
3eeters /ouvain-la-1euve - /ouvain - 3aris  pp. -. $ detailed anal\sis and comparison 
of 0aTūlāt and IlāKi\\āt is found instead in ZgHal La relation cKez Avicenne cit. $vicenna·s doctrine 
of relatives is also briefl\ discussed in r. StroBino Avicenna on .noZledJe (ʿIlm &ertaint\ (<aTƮn 
&ause (ʿ,lla/Sabab and tKe 5elative (0uŐöf « %ritish -ournal for the +istor\ of 3hilosoph\ » 24 
2016 pp. -. 
67 avic. 0aTūlāt ,9. p. .-.
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follow-up for the rest $vicenna insists on the conceptualization of relatives 
and their intellectual determination  he also states at a given point that 
¶relation· is determined in the intellect (without however suggesting elsewhere 
that this implies the intellectual existence of relative things)68. In IlāKi\\āt 
,,,. on the contrar\ $vicenna tacNles this ontological issue and presents the 
doctrines of two different school of thoughts : those who believe that relatives 
exist in concrete beings and those who believe that relatives are such onl\ 
when the\ are intellected b\ the mind. +e then expounds the arguments of 
both schools : realists argue that relatives are evidentl\ existent in realit\69 
whereas the conceptualists present two anti-realist arguments. The first is an 
argument of infinite regress : if ¶fatherhood· is a concretel\ existent relation 
which ties the relatives ¶father· and ¶son· it presupposes the existence of other 
relations (for example the inherence of ¶fatherhood· in ¶father·) which in turn 
presuppose other relations and so on ad infinitum70. The second argument is 
based on the fact that relations ma\ connect something existent and something 
non-existent (as for instance does the relation of priorit\ and posteriorit\) 
which demonstrates their exclusivel\ mental existence71. $fter presenting 
these proofs $vicenna begins a refutation of the first anti-realist argument. +e 
recalls the ¶absolute definition· of relatives namel\ the first definition found 
in the Categories (according to ,sƤöT ibn Ʃuna\n·s interpretative translation) : 
relative is that which has its Tuiddit\ said with respect to something else (allaŏī 
māKi\\atuKū innamā tuTālu bi-l-Ti\āsi ilā Ƒa\riKī)72. ,t is then clear according to 
$vicenna that in concrete realit\ there are man\ sensible things bearing such 
nature  this is b\ the wa\ a tacit confirmation of the argument b\ self-evidence 
68 avic. 0aTūlāt ,9. p. ..
69 avic. IlāKi\\āt ,,,. p. .- (avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima ,,,. pp. . - . : 
« 1os scimus Tuod haec res in esse est pater il,ius et ille in esse est filius eius sive intel,igatur sive 
non intel,igatur  et scimus etiam Tuod plantae inTuirunt nutrimentum  inTuisitio vero est cum 
relatione aliTua sed herbae non habent intellectum ullo modo nec apprehensionem Et scimus 
etiam Tuod ipsum caelum est super terram et terra est inferius eo sive apprehendatur sive non ; 
et relatio non est nisi ad similitudinem eius Tuod assignavimus de istis et haec est rebus Tuamvis 
non apprehendatur »).
70 avic. IlāKi\\āt ,,,. p. .- (avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima ,,,. p. .-).
71 avic. IlāKi\\āt ,,,. pp. . - . (avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima ,,,. p. 
.-).
72 ,sƤöT·s translation of the &ateJories reads : « ,t is said of things that the\ are relative when 
their Tuiddities are said with respect to something else or according to a certain other sort of 
connection to something else whatsoever » (in georr Les &atpJories d’Aristote cit. p. .-). The 
original *reeN wording conve\s a weaNer meaning which does not properl\ rel\ on the notion of 
essence : ȆȡȩȢĲȚį੻Ĳ੹ĲȠȚĮ૨ĲĮȜȑȖİĲĮȚ੖ıĮĮ੝Ĳ੹ਚʌİȡਥıĲ੿ȞਦĲȑȡȦȞİੇȞĮȚȜȑȖİĲĮȚਲ਼੒ʌȦıȠ૨ȞਙȜȜȦȢ
ʌȡઁȢਪĲİȡȠȞā (« :e call relatives all such things as are said to be Must what the\ are of or than other 
things or in some other wa\ in relation to something else »).
the reception of avicenna in albert the great’s de praedicamentis 
attributed above to the ¶realist· school. +e then proceeds to clarif\ that relatives 
are alwa\s relative per se not in virtue of another ³ external ³ relation which 
accompanies them : it is the ver\ non-existence of a real intermediate relation 
which allows him to invalidate the conceptualists· argument. Ever\ relative is 
such per se in concrete realit\ and is specified b\ itself ³ not b\ a ¶together-
ness· or ¶being-with· other than its own. +owever since ever\ relative is such 
that when it is intellected its relative counterpart must be intellected as well 
the intellect ma\ invent a super-added relation which apparentl\ ties the two 
extremes but in fact has no correspondence in external realit\74. Thus relatives 
³ according to $vicenna ³ exist in concrete beings though sub condicione 
since their existence in concrete realit\ entails a certain wa\ of conceptualizing 
them : as a matter of fact ever\ relative is such that ³ whenever it is Nnown 
intellectuall\ ³ its relative counterpart is also immediatel\ Nnown75. Towards the 
end of the chapter while discussing the second argument brought forth b\ the 
¶conceptualist· school $vicenna seems to endorse it thus recognizing that there 
are some relatives which ma\ onl\ exist intellectuall\ (prior and posterior). ,t is 
exactl\ this acceptance stated right at the end of IlāKi\\āt ,,,. that -anssens 
suggests to be a liNel\ source for $lbert·s Tuotation in T11. The passage is indeed 
a good candidate inasmuch as it presents us with a wording similar to T11 :
T13 : avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima ,,,. pp. . - . (  IlāKi\\āt ,,,. 
pp. 159.17 - 160.6) :
« Scias autem Tuod res in se non est prius nisi eo Tuod est simul cum ea et 
hoc species prioris et posterioris est cum utraTue sunt simul in intellectu. &um 
enim praesentatur in intellectu forma prioris et posterioris intelligit anima 
hanc comparationem incidere inter duo Tuae sunt in intellectu Tuoniam haec 
comparatio est inter duo Tuae sunt in intellectu. Sed ante hoc res in se non est 
prior  Tuomodo enim erit prior re Tuae non habet esse " ,gitur Tuae fuerint de 
relativis secundum hunc modum non erit eorum relatio nisi in intellectu ; nec 
intelligitur existere in esse secundum hanc prioritatem et posterioritatem ».
 Maʿi\\a (from maʿa ¶with·) meaning a relative·s being said and intellected toJetKer ZitK 
another thing.
74 avic. IlāKi\\āt ,,,. p. .- (avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima ,,,. pp. . - . : 
« Si autem hoc relatum accipiatur in signatis habebit esse cum alia re per se non egens alio cum 
Tuod seTuitur ipsum  sed ipsa est ipsum cum vel cum appropriatum specie illius relationis ut 
ad hoc ut intelligatur egeat intelligi cum praesentatione alterius rei sicut Tuidditas paternitatis 
inTuantum paternitas est relata per se non per aliam relationem ligantem. ,ntellectus enim habet 
adinvenire aliTuid inter ea duo Tuasi cum sit extra ea duo Tuod aliTuid adinvenire formatio non 
fecit necessarium sed alius ex respectibus seTuentibus Tuos facit intellectus. ,ntellectus enim 
coniungit res cum rebus propter diversitatem respectuum non propter necessitatem »).
75 avic. IlāKi\\āt ,,,. p. .- (avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima ,,,. pp. . - 
182.74). 
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Still it must be noted that the expression comparationis forma (relative form or 
comparative form) in T11 also recalls 'e praed III.11 (T8) where it was mentioned 
with regard to contraries. /iNewise it must be observed that the examples attributed 
to $vicenna and )öröbƮ in T11 concern again as in T8, contrar\ Tualities (hot and 
cold blacN and white sweet and bitter) intellected as relative inasmuch as the\ are 
¶similar· or ¶dissimilar·. 0oreover the distinction between ¶similar· and ¶dissimilar· 
in T11 might echo superficiall\ the one between convenientia and diversitas which 
, highlighted in the aforementioned passage of IlāKi\\āt 9,,. (T10). On account 
of all this $lbert·s Tuotation in T11 might be inspired b\ the same source of T8 
without necessaril\ depending on a reading of IlāKi\\āt ,,,.  or else more liNel\ 
$vicenna·s doctrine of comparationis forma could be the result of a parallel reading 
on $lbert·s part of T10 and T13. ,n an\ case $lbert would maNe recourse in T11 to 
texts of $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt without an\ involvement of 0aTūlāt.
To sum up there ma\ be found in $vicenna·s ¶realist· account of relatives 
some concessions to conceptualism : first the fact that the existence of relatives 
entails their being conceptualized in a certain manner  secondl\ the notion 
of a super-added relation made up b\ the intellect as it Nnows two relatives 
together to Mustif\ their existential interdependence  thirdl\ the acceptance 
of some merel\ intellectual t\pes of relatives such as priorit\ and posteriorit\ 
(as obMected b\ conceptualists themselves). The fact remains however that in 
'e praed ,9. $lbert presents $vicenna·s thought in a simplified distorted and 
apparentl\ instrumental fashion. =eno and his followers den\ to relatives the 
status of a categor\ which $vicenna never does explicitl\ ; they hold relation 
to be an intermediate entit\ subsisting between its extremes which $vicenna 
expressedl\ denies more than once76. ,f this distortion is unintentional it is 
nothing but a simple misunderstanding eased b\ the obMective difficult\ of 
$vicenna·s explanations in the IlāKi\\āt. ,f on the other hand it is conscious 
and intentional as , am more inclined to believe there is reason to see here 
on $lbert·s part a dialectical or even rhetorical use of Tuotations. This is made 
particularl\ clear b\ the follow-up of the text as $lbert remarNs that the 
¶intellectual· conception of relatives was supported b\ almost all philosophers 
except 3lato $ristotle and himself77. $lbert might well have presented $vicenna 
76 avic. IlāKi\\āt ,,,. pp. . - . (avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima ,,,. pp. 
175.20 - 177.95) ; 0aTūlāt ,9. pp. . - .. 
77 alB. 'e praed ,9. p. .- : « Ex his et similibus rationibus moti fuerunt antiTui et 
fere omnes praeter 3latonem et $ristotelem Tui dixerunt ad aliTuid non esse genus Tuod sit 
prima pars accidentis vel una de primis sed dixerunt ipsum ex habitudinis aliorum generum ad 
invicem per actum rationis comparantis unum ad alterum omnibus aliis esse immixtum. Et haec 
opinio corda adhuc obtinuit multorum ita Tuod dicunt ad aliTuid non esse unum de generibus 
primis sicut tangit $verroes super 9 primae philosophiae $ristotelis ». $lbert·s mention of 3lato 
ma\ be Mustified b\ the fact that the first definition of relatives found in &at  is often attributed 
in the exegetical tradition to $ristotle·s teacher (see BoetHiuS In &at Arist  3/  p. &).
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as an illustrious advocate of the opposite doctrine so as to stress somehow 
his own independence  or as -. %rower has suggested he might have thought 
$vicenna to provide a potentiall\ strong argument in favour of the conceptualist 
view78. )or cases liNe this however $lbert·s distortion of $vicenna·s thought 
might also be a signal of the effective unavailabilit\ to him of an $vicennan 
treatment of the Categories and the result of $lbert·s attempt to ¶reconstruct· e[ 
post $vicenna·s doctrine on the basis of other texts.
 That this is an instrumental wa\ of Tuoting $vicenna and that $lbert has 
instead well understood $vicenna·s doctrine is made clearer in m\ opinion 
both (a) b\ the follow-up of $lbert·s discussion where $vicenna is Tuoted again 
this time as a favourable source and (b) b\ $lbert·s own conception of relatives 
as expounded in 'e praed IV.1 and in his commentary on the 0etapK\sics which 
seems positivel\ inÁuenced b\ $vicenna·s true position. 
(a) $fter presenting the wrong opinions of =eno and his followers it is 
necessar\ according to $lbert to re-establish the truth : relatives are a genus 
and one of the highest accidental genera. There are as a matter of fact two sorts 
of accidents : those which are absolute and simpl\ accompan\ the being of the 
subMect in its substance liNe Tuantit\ and Tualit\ ; and those which accompany 
the thing on account of something extrinsic which is related to substance 
itself  among these there are relatives. The promoters of this bipartition of the 
accident are according to $lbert 3orph\r\ $ristotle and $vicenna :
T14 : alBert 'e praed ,9. p. .- :
« 1os autem 3latoni et $ristoteli consentientes dicimus ad aliTuid esse 
generalissimum et esse unum de primis generibus accidentis eo Tuod tam 
porpHyriuS Tuam etiam ariStoteleS et avicenna dicunt Tuod accidens duobus modis 
praedicatur de eo cuius est accidens et duobus modis causatur a subiecto. 
4uoddam enim est forma absoluta et non per aliud est accidens nisi Tuia in subiecto 
seTuitur perfectum esse subiecti in suis substantialibus  et ideo est accidens Tuia 
non potest esse de substantia rei Tuod perfectum esse seTuitur et sic Tuantitas 
est accidens et Tualitas et huiusmodi. 4uoddam autem est accidens non Tuia 
seTuatur esse rei perfectum sed Tuia seTuitur ad rem non gratia substantialium 
sed ex aliTuo Tuod est exstrinsecus se habens ad rei substantialia sicut ad hoc 
Tuod aliTuid sic se habet ut primum et aliud ut secundum vel unum ut totum et 
aliud ut pars vel ut conveniens vel differens ab illo seTuitur ab exstrinseco Tuod 
unum sit comparabile ad aliud secundum ipsam rem. 4uae comparatio ad actum 
reducitur Tuando actu per rationem comparantur. Et a tali accidente Tuod sic 
accidit rebus proprie causatur ad aliTuid >«@ ». 
78 Brower 5elations :itKout 3ol\adic 3roperties cit. p.  : « $lthough $lbert traces this 
anti-realist obMection to $vicenna and $lfarabi it is unclear from the text whether he thinNs 
these philosophers actuall\ reMect realism or merel\ suppl\ the most poerful obMection to it ».
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%eing 3orph\r\ the first mentioned authorit\ the editors thought $lbert to 
be referring to the distinction between separable and inseparable accident found 
both in 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe and in $vicenna·s Logica79 ,n this latter text moreover 
the terms of the distinction resemble those emplo\ed b\ $lbert in this chapter 
of the 'e praedicamentis80 This distinction however is b\ itself not easil\ and 
coherentl\ applicable to the distinction alluded to b\ $lbert which rather seems 
to be a sort of division of the accidental categories. $lbert might have overlapped 
to the Porphyrian distinction81 another two-fold division of the accidents 
that which is found in the metaph\sical section of ƞazölƮ·s 0aTāɓid (actually 
corresponding to the brief ¶division· of accidental categories found in $vicenna·s 
'āneɐnāme-\e ʿAlāʾī)82. The bipartition between accidents conceptualized b\ 
themselves and accidents conceptualized in relation to something else is also 
the basis of the more articulate division of the categories found in $vicenna·s 
0aTūlāt. ,t is ³ however ³ difficult to explain the attribution of this doctrine to 
$vicenna onl\ (not also to $lgazel) unless we hold either that $lbert was able to 
h\pothesize the $vicennan character of this doctrine because of its presence in 
ƞazölƮ·s text or that he actuall\ read $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt.
(b) $s to $lbert·s own conception of relatives it might be inÁuenced b\ 
$vicenna·s doctrine and would thus betra\ a much deeper understanding of 
IlāKi\\āt ,,,.. $s a matter of fact $lbert·s solution presents us with the same 
¶intermediate· ontological character as $vicenna·s : 
79 porpH. IsaJ pp. . - . %usse (ariSt. lat., p. 20.7-12) : « $ccidens vero est Tuod adest 
et abest praeter subiecti corruptionem. Dividitur autem in duo in separabile et in inseparabile ; 
namTue dormire est separabile accidens nigrum vero esse inseparabiliter corvo et $ethiopi 
accidit (potest autem subintellegi et corvus albus et $ethiops amittens colorem praeter subiecti 
corruptionem) ».
80 avic. Logica p. vb. The distinction is also found in ƞazölƮ·s Logica : pp. 248.72 - 249.88.
81 $nother distinction alluded to here could be the Stoic distinction betweenʌȡȩȢĲȚand ʌȡȩȢ
Ĳȓ ʌȦȢ ਩ȤȠȞĲĮ variousl\ found in the late ancient commentaries on the Categories  , thanN an 
anon\mous referee for bringing this point to m\ attention.
82 alg. 3KilosopKia pp. . - . 0ucNle : « Necessarium est dividere accidencia post 
divisionem substanciarum primum autem dividuntur in duo Tuoniam Tuedam eorum sunt 
Tuorum essencia nullo modo per se potest intelligi nisi aliTuid aliud extrinsecus intelligatur et 
Tuedam eorum sunt Tue per se intelligi possunt et hec dividuntur in duas species Tuantitatem 
scilicet et Tualitatem >...@ Ea vero Tue non possunt per se intelligi sine respectu aliorum septem 
sunt scilicet relacio ubi Tuando situs habere agere et pati ». The corresponding passage of 
$vicenna·s 'āneɐnāme is the following : avicenne Livre de science trad. M. acHena, H. MaSSé /es 
%elles /ettres 3aris - vol. , pp. -.
 avic. 0aTūlāt ,,. pp. . - .. $ recent discussion of $vicenna·s division of the categories 
is found in p. tHoM 7Ke division of tKe cateJories accordinJ to Avicenna in a. alwiSHaH, J. HayeS eds. 
Aristotle and tKe Arabic tradition &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. -.
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T15 : alBert 'e praed ,9. p. .- :
« $d hoc autem Tuod posterius obiciunt dicendum videtur Tuod comparationem 
dupliciter est considerare secundum aptitudinem scilicet et secundum actum. 
Secundum aptitudinem Tuidem est in rebus >«@. Secundum actum autem 
comparatio est in ratione vel anima comparantis et actus ille non facit Tuod non 
secundum aptitudinem sit in rebus comparatis et ideo secundum aptitudinem 
Tuidem est in rebus secundum perfectionem autem est in ratione. Et hoc multos 
decepit in isto praedicamento ».
5elative things do have in concrete realit\ a certain aptitudo (which we could 
understand as ¶predisposition·) to being relative which is perfected when the\ 
are intellected. 5elations are not therefore entirel\ intellectual entities : though 
the perfectio of their being lies in their being intellected the\ are b\ themselves 
alread\ disposed to being relative in extra-mental realit\. )urthermore in his 
commentary on the 0etapK\sics $lbert states even more clearl\ that relations as 
such exist in the mind but there are concrete individual respectus which inhere 
in relative things84. $lbert·s position resembles then $vicenna·s true doctrine 
in that $lbert holds relatives to be somehow existent in realit\ but also to have 
a certain complementar\ intellectual realization.
4.2 6ense-perception and tKe animal soul
There are two further passages in the fourth treatise of 'e praedicamentis 
which are held b\ *rignaschi to draw directl\ on $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt. The 
first (ch. ,9.) which , have alread\ brieÁ\ mentioned is not an $vicennan 
Tuotation since the reading ¶$vicenna· has to be corrected according to the 
manuscripts in ¶$ugustinus·85. The second in the same chapter concerns 
$ristotle·s arguments on the simultaneous existence of relatives. ,n fact in the 
Categories $ristotle mentions two cases of relatives which seem to contradict this 
rule. The two cases are that of the couple ¶Nnowable-Nnowledge· and that of the 
couple ¶sensible-sensation· : the Nnowable is prior to Nnowledge since whereas 
the Nnowable ma\ exist even without Nnowledge there can be no Nnowledge 
without something Nnowable. The same also holds for sensible and sensation : 
if a sensible is destro\ed sensation is destro\ed as well  but if sensation is 
destro\ed (for instance if an animal capable of perception dies) what is sensible 
84 alB. 0etapK 9.. p. .- : « Et ideo relatio ut dicunt est in anima ; respectus autem 
est res signata in re ipsa et hic respectus communi nomine significatur cum dicitur ad aliTuid et 
hoc modo est et ens et genus Tuoddam entis ». 
85 See above .
niccolò caminada98
remains86. :ith regard to $ristotle·s remarN that ¶an animal and perception 
come into existence at the same time·87 $lbert brieÁ\ Tuotes a corresponding 
doctrine of $vicenna who holds that animals are essentiall\ characterized b\ 
sense-perception : 
T16 : alBert 'e praed ,9. p. .- :
« Amplius ad hoc idem facit Tuod sensus fit cum sensato sive eo Tuod habet sensum 
— hoc enim sensatum dicimus — ; simul enim fit animal cum sensu Tuia propter 
sensum dicitur et est animal ut dicit avicenna ».
$ccording to *rignaschi this passage would have a ¶literal· correspondence 
in the &ateJories of the əifāʾ : in particular it would be related to 0aTūlāt ,9. a 
chapter devoted to the properties of relatives and notabl\ their simultaneit\88. 
,n this chapter $vicenna in fact discusses $ristotle·s doubt and reflects over 
the status of Nnowable and Nnowledge sensible and sensation. +owever in the 
passage suggested b\ *rignaschi $vicenna though maNing the same point as 
$ristotle·s does not mention animals as an example of perceptible beings :
T17 : avicenna 0aTūlāt ,9. p. .- :
« The state of this sensation is conceived similarl\ for89 its essence does not 
separate from a relation being attributed to it while the essence of the sensible 
does separate >from it@  nor it is necessar\ that >the sensible@ be not existent 
when90 the sense is not existent  for it is possible that a certain sensitive being be 
not existent while the sensible elements which are principles of the generation 
of animals and the other terrestrial bodies are existent ». 
Though for sure thematicall\ related to T16 this passage does not exactl\ 
point to the doctrine mentioned b\ $lbert which rather involves that ¶animal· is 
said to be such because of its being endowed with sensation. The source could be 
according to -anssens and the critical editors a passage from IlāKi\\āt 9. (9. 
in the /atin translation) where ¶sense· is assumed b\ $vicenna to taNe part in the 
definition of ¶animal· not as a specific difference but as a ¶sign· of the difference 
(dalīl ஞalā l-faɓl consiJnificans differentiam) which implies that ¶sense· taNes part 
86 ariSt. &at b-a.
87 ariSt. &at 8a7-8 (« Simul enim animal fit et sensus » in %oethius· translation).
88 grignaScHi Les traductions latines cit. p. .
89 5eading fa-inna instead of Za-anna (&airo) with most manuscripts. This is also the reading 
adopted b\ *rignaschi (Les traductions latines cit. p.  n. ).
90 5eading maZǧūdan Ƥīna (Cairo) instead of maZǧūdun āK ઄arun >sic@ ʾin (*rignaschi ibid).
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³ at least indirectl\ ³ in the essence of ¶animal·91. 1onetheless , thinN that the 
source is rather to be searched in $vicenna·s %ooN of tKe 6oul for instance in the 
ver\ incipit of chapter ,,. devoted to the sense of touch which is presented b\ 
$vicenna as « primus sensuum propter Tuos animal est animal » (aZZalu l-ƤaZāssi 
llaŏī \aɓīru biKī l-Ƥa\aZānu Ƥa\aZānan)92. The meaning is slightl\ different since 
$vicenna is not defining ¶animal· b\ means of sense but is discussing the sense-
perceptions that are necessar\ for an animal to be such (those that characterize 
the ¶animal soul· nafs Ƥa\aZāni\\a rendered in /atin as anima sensibilis or vitalis) ; 
however the wording is identical. 2nce again then it is not necessar\ to recur 
to the 0aTūlāt to explain this Tuotation.
5. Motion
%esides highlighting $lbert·s dialectical use of Tuotations in section . 
above , also suggested that his apparent distortions of $vicenna·s doctrines 
might be a signal of an attempt to reconstruct e[ post $vicenna·s doctrine on the 
basis of other texts. $nother indirect sign of this tendenc\ could be represented 
b\ $lbert·s numerous references to worNs b\ $vicenna belonging to domains 
other than logic for instance natural philosoph\ and metaph\sics : as the table 
in the $ppendix shows these latter Tuotations represent the maMorit\ over the 
fewer certain references to logic. ,t looNs as if $lbert needed to refer to further 
texts of $vicenna in order to fill a theoretical gap left open b\ the unavailabilit\ 
of a Latin translation of the 0aTūlāt as well as of most of the logic of the əifāʾ. 
The last case I will present now is a further attestation of this trend : a Tuotation 
(not anal\sed b\ *rignaschi) which offers another example of both $lbert·s use 
of $vicenna·s non-logical worNs and at the same time of his apparent distance 
from $vicenna·s exegesis.
The case is that of motion tacNled b\ $lbert in 'e praed 9,,.-. $fter 
having dealt with opposites and opposition in 9,,. $lbert introduces his 
paraphrase of the short Aristotelian chapter on motion (&at 14) b\ means of a 
distinction between two sorts of being : stable being (esse stans) and flowing being 
(esse fluens). $ccording to $lbert after discussing the meanings of stable being 
(classified in categories) $ristotle would have devoted a section to flowing being 
namely motion : the reason for this separate treatment would lie in the fact that 
¶as $vicenna argues· flowing being ma\ not be ordered as the other genera :
91 JanSSenS Albert le *rand et sa connaissance cit. p.   the passage in Tuestion is IlāKi\\āt 
9. p. .- (avicenna latinuS 3KilosopKia prima 9. p. .-).
92 avic. 1afs ,,. p. . ; avicenna latinuS Liber se[tus de naturalibus ,,. p. ..
 ariSt. &at a-b.
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T18 : alBert 'e praed 9,,. p. .- :
« Est autem ut avicenna dicit esse fluens Tuod non est simplex actus sed permixtus 
potentiae Tui modus significandi esse et praedicandi ordinatione generum et 
specierum et individuorum determinari non potuit eo Tuod omnia illa significant 
et praedicant Tuod simpliciter suo modo actu est. 3ropter Tuod oportuit ut hoc 
esse sic designatum et praedicatum in aliTuo post praedicamenta conseTuente 
significaretur. Et hoc est in tot praedicamentis Tuot sunt Tuae possunt habere 
res suas et esse Tuod praedicant permixtum potentiae. De hoc ergo tractantes 
tractabimus de motu Tuantum pertinet ad praesentem speculationem  subtiliter 
enim de motu ad physicum tractare pertinet ». 
The source of this Tuotation is most probabl\ the 3K\sics of the əifāʾ : this 
reference to ¶flowing being· recalls the wa\ $lbert interprets $vicenna·s position 
on the categorial status of motion according to his peculiar reading of 6amāʿ
ɡabīʿī ,,.94. In this part of the əifāʾ $vicenna actuall\ holds in fact that motion 
is substantiall\ coincident with the categor\ of passion and seems to dismiss 
the idea ³ held b\ some of his predecessors ³ that motion is a sort of ¶flowing 
being·95. %\ contrast in the corresponding section of $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt (chapter 
9,,.) there is not such an ontological consideration of motion and one finds 
an explanation for its mention in the Categories different from its coincidence 
with passion. $ccording to $vicenna ¶motion· and the other expressions dealt 
with in the post-praedicamenta (¶prior and posterior· ¶opposite· ¶simultaneous·) 
are somehow used b\ $ristotle in explaining the categories : unliNe ¶homon\ms· 
¶s\non\ms· and ¶paron\ms· (uncommon terms whose technical meaning had to 
be explained before the treatment of the categories) these other expressions 
have a common usage which alread\ helps the student·s understanding : thus 
the discussion of their commonl\ accepted meanings is postponed to the last 
part of the treatise as a sort of refinement or ¶revision· (taʿTīb) of the analysis96. 
Even T18 then might be a witness of $lbert·s tendenc\ to use sources other 
than the 0aTūlāt to ¶reconstruct· in a distorted wa\ $vicenna·s position. 
94 )or an anal\sis of $lbert·s reading of $vicenna see a. HaSnawi Le statut catpJorial du 
mouvement cKez Avicenne  conte[te Jrec et postpritp mpdipvale latine in r. Morelon, a. HaSnawi eds. 'e 
=pnon d’elpe j 3oincarp 5ecueil d’ptudes en KommaJe j 5osKdi 5asKed 3eeters /ouvain - 3aris  
pp. 607-622.
95 HaSnawi Le statut catpJorial du mouvement cit. p.  ; 6amāʿ ɡabīʿī ,,. p. ..
96 avic. 0aTūlāt 9,,. p. .-.
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Final reMarkS
 
$ closer inspection of these Tuotations does not allow us to give a conclusive 
answer regarding $lbert the *reat·s reception of the $vicennan &ateJories. 
+owever , thinN that we ma\ substantiall\ agree with -anssens in deeming it 
unliNel\ that $lbert had access to a full /atin translation of 0aTūlāt : many 
Tuotations of *rignaschi·s dossier certainly (or almost certainly) rely on other 
worNs while *rignaschi·s h\pothesis seems definitel\ viable in one case onl\ (the 
relativit\ of contraries and the doctrine of comparationis forma alluded to b\ $lbert 
in texts T8 and T11). , leave of course the possibilit\ open that in the relevant 
case the source might be an $vicennan or /atin text which escaped m\ attention. 
,f it is not so however $lbert might either have combined ³ as , suggested 
above ³ certain passages of $vicenna·s 3KilosopKia prima in order to formulate 
the doctrine that he ascribes to $vicenna or rather he might have found traces 
of $vicenna·s doctrine in 0aTūlāt in such a worN as an antholog\ (as -anssens 
suggests). :hereas there existed a widespread /atin literature of florileJia97 there 
are comparable cases of anthological commentaries in the $rabic tradition as 
well such as ³ for instance ³ the commentar\ on the Categories attributed to 
the philosopher ʿ$bdallöh al-ŗahöbƮ98  or short fragmentar\ translations of 
different worNs such as the 1ota e[ loJica AlpKarabii Tuaedam sumpta99. It is not 
unliNel\ among all possibilities that $lbert might have had access ³ directl\ or 
indirectl\ ³ to a similar collection of $vicennan excerpts.
%esides the material , presented , believe there are further reasons to 
reMect the possibilit\ of a direct Nnowledge on $lbert·s part of a translation 
of $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt. )irst as the t\polog\ of the other $vicennan Tuotations 
shows (see the $ppendix), and the t\polog\ of $verroes· Tuotations b\ $lbert 
confirms the influence of $rabic philosophers in the 'e praedicamentis seems to 
be mostl\ unrelated to logic : the maMorit\ of nominal mentions concerns ph\sical 
and metaphysical topics  $vicenna rarel\ seems to intervene directl\ in the 
shaping of $lbert·s doctrine of the Categories at least not as he does in $lbert·s 
commentary on the IsaJoJe which instead draws Tuite heavil\ on the 0adKӉal 
of $vicenna·s əifāʾ100. Second , believe that had $lbert Nnown at least some of 
$vicenna·s most radical doctrines in the 0aTūlāt b\ means of a /atin translation 
97 $n example of /atin philosophical florileJium has been edited in J. HaMeSSe Les Auctoritates 
Aristotelis. 8n florilqJe mpdipval 3ublications 8niversitaires /ouvain-la-1euve .
98 Partially edited in M. türker (l-Çmirv ve .ategoriler·in úeKrleri\le ilJili paroalar « Araߞtirma » 
  pp. -.
99 See above 6tatus Tuaestionis note .
100 ,n $lbert·s 'e TuinTue universalibus $vicenna·s LoJica is Tuoted no less than fift\ times (see 
alB. 'e TuinTue universalibus Auctores ab Alberto ipso alleJati p. ).
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he would have ver\ liNel\ been inÁuenced b\ them or at least prompted to some 
sort of reaction. 3rovided that $lbert does not hesitate to be critical towards 
$vicenna in other $ristotelian commentaries (such as that on the 0etapK\sics) 
when necessary101 such issues as $vicenna·s strongl\ ontological interpretation 
of the Categories as well as their alleged uselessness with respect to the discipline 
of logic ³ Must to mention two pivotal and originall\ $vicennan standpoints of 
the 0aTūlāt ³ would probabl\ have been an obMect of discussion on $lbert·s 
part102. 0oreover although the inÁuence of $vicenna on other /atin worNs on 
the Categories still needs to be investigated more in detail the explicit mentions 
found in other prominent commentaries such as those b\ -ohannes 3agus 3eter 
of $uvergne and -ohn Duns Scotus onl\ offer either references from indirect 
sources (this is the case of $verroes· commentar\ on the 0etapK\sics in Peter 
of $uvergne) or recognizable references to worNs translated into /atin such 
as the &anon of 0edicine (-ohannes 3agus) or the 3KilosopKia prima (-ohn Duns 
Scotus104). $ further investigation of the other commentaries will surel\ shed 
more light on the ³ arguabl\ indirect ³ Nnowledge of $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt in 
Latin philosophy.
101 See Bertolacci 6ubtilius speculando cit. pp. -. %ertolacci shows that in $lbert·s 
Commentary on the 0etapK\sics explicit critical references to $vicenna·s doctrines are mixed with 
implicit consensual recourse to texts of the 3KilosopKia prima.
102 )or $vicenna·s ontological interpretation of the Categories see d. gutaS Avicenna and tKe 
Aristotelian 7radition An Introduction to 5eadinJ Avicenna’s 3KilosopKical :orNs %rill /eiden - %oston 
 pp. -. This ver\ point has also been made b\ %. Trembla\ (Albertus 0aJnus  2n tKe 
6ubMect of Aristotle’s &ateJories cit. p. ).
 JoHanneS paguS 5ationes super 3raedicamenta Aristotelis p. . (ed. HanSen -oKn 3aJus on 
Aristotle’s &ategories cit.).
104 dunS ScotuS 4uaest super 3raed p. .- (edd. r. andrewS, g. etZkorn, g. gál, r. green, 
t. noone, r. wood % Ioannis 'uns 6coti 4uaestiones in Librum 3orpK\rii IsaJoJe  4uaestiones super 
3raedicamenta Aristotelis 2pera 3hilosophica  The )ranciscan ,nstitute 3ress St. %onaventure 
1.<. ).
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APPENDIX
$vicenna·s Tuotations in $lbert·s 'e praedicamentis : an overview
 (/ines in gra\ correspond to the Tuotations of *rignaschi·s dossier  sTuare bracNets in 
the last column indicate uncertain sources)
Quotation &ontext Theme Source
[1] ,. p. . Exegesis /ogic Logica
[2] ,. p. . Exegesis /ogic algaZel Logica
[3] ,. p. . Exegesis 3s\cholog\ >'e anima]
[4] ,. p. . Exegesis 2ntolog\ algaZel Logica
[5] ,,. p. . Digression 2ntolog\ 3KilosopKia prima
[6] ,,. p. . Exegesis 2ntolog\ 3KilosopKia prima
[7] ,,. p. . 'ubitabilia /ogic Logica
[8] ,,. p. . Exegesis 2ntolog\ >Liber primus natura-
lium]
[9] ,,,. p. . Digression Physics Liber primus natura-
lium
[10] ,,,. p. . 'ubitabilia Physics Liber primus natura-
lium
[11] ,,,. p. . Exegesis 2ntolog\ >3KilosopKia prima]
[12] ,,,. p. . 'ubitabilia Physics pS.-avicenna Liber 
celi et mundia
[13] ,9. p. . Digression 2ntolog\ >3KilosopKia prima]
[14] ,9. p. . Digression /ogic/ontolog\ >algaZel 3KilosopKia]
[15] ,9. p. . Exegesis 3s\cholog\ 'e anima
[16-17] 9,,. p. 
156.1 ; 52
Digression 2ntolog\ 3KilosopKia prima  
Logica
[18] 9,,. p. . Exegesis Physics Liber primus natura-
lium




A Latin 7ranslation " 7Ke 5eception of Avicenna in Albert tKe *reat’s De praedicamentis
This paper presents an anal\sis of some Tuotations of $vicenna in $lbert the *reat·s 
'e praedicamentis. 0an\ of these Tuotations have been thought b\ 0ario *rignaschi to 
prove a direct Nnowledge on $lbert·s part of the $vicennan &ateJories (the 0aTūlāt of 
his .itāb al-əifāʾ) a /atin translation of which is neither extant nor attested : *rignaschi 
presented these conclusions in a  article on the /atin circulation of $rabic logical 
worNs where he also h\pothesized $lbert·s use of other sources apparentl\ unNnown 
to the /atins (al-)öröbƮ·s *reater commentaries on the 2rJanon the logical sections of 
$vicenna·s əifāʾ posterior to the paraphrase of the IsaJoJe). -ules -anssens challenged 
these conclusions in a recent contribution () arguing that $lbert did not necessaril\ 
have access to versions of the concerned $rabic texts. The present research is thus 
aimed at reprising *rignaschi·s dossier and -anssens· reassessment in particular as 
regards $lbert·s 'e praedicamentis and its relation with $vicenna·s 0aTūlāt : though 
-anssens· conclusions are substantiall\ confirmed further elements of discussion are 
given concerning $lbert·s sources his use of the Tuotations and his understanding of 
$vicenna·s philosoph\.
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Avicenna’s Kitāb al-%XUhāQ, II.7 and its Latin 
Translation by Gundissalinus : Content and Text*
IntroductIon
The relevance of Dominicus *undissalinus· De divisione philosophiae for (i) the 
development of :estern classifications of the sciences in the th centur\ (ii) 
its significance for the Toledan translation movement and (iii) its extensive 
dependence on a broad arra\ of sources *reeN /atin $rabic and -ewish not 
onl\ in st\le and method but also in content are all well-established facts1.
ETuall\ uncontroversial is the importance for *undissalinus· De divisione 
philosophiae of the famous Summa Avicennae de convenientia et differentia subiectorum, 
the /atin translation of chapter ,,. of the .itāb al-%urKān (%ooN of 'emonstration) 
of $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ, which *undissalinus inserts in his own original worN 
as a watershed separating the treatment of the theoretical sciences and that of 
the practical sciences. The ver\ position of this ¶treatise within the treatise· is 
arguabl\ a culmination of the proMect and offers a conceptual Mustification for 
the classification and anal\sis of the first part of the De divisione. $vicenna·s text 
provides the main theoretical underpinnings for *undissalinus· own model and 
classification. $s the $rabic title (fī ḫtilāf al-ʿulūm Za-ɐtirāNiKā bi-TaZl mufaɓɓal) 
* , would liNe to express m\ deepest gratitude to three anon\mous readers whose valuable 
comments have helped improve significantl\ an earlier version of this article. , am indebted to 
their remarNs and criticisms especiall\ in the textual section more than space allows me to 
acNnowledge anal\ticall\. $ll shortcomings are mine. 
, should also thanN the adminstrators of the $dvanced 3roMect ¶3hilosoph\ on the %order of 
&ivilizations and ,ntellectual Endeavours : Towards a &ritical Edition of the 0etaph\sics (IlāKi\\āt 
of .itāb al-əifāʾ) of $vicenna (,bn SƮnö)· ($cron\m ¶3hi%or· -) financed b\ the European 
Research Council (www.avicennaproMect.eu) for their gracious willingness to grant me access to 
their database of $vicenna·s manuscripts. :ithout this single point of access this article could not 
have seen the light in a remotel\ comparable time frame.
 1 2n (i) and (iii) see the classic H. Hugonnard-rocHe La classification des sciences de *undissalinus 
et l’inÁuence d’Avicenne in J. JolIvet, r. rasHed eds. Études sur Avicenne /es %elles /ettres 3aris  
(Sciences et philosophies arabes. etudes et reprises) pp. -  cf. also $. FIdora 'ominJo *undisalvo 
\ la teoria de la ciencia aribiJo-aristotplica E81S$ 3amplona  (&olecciyn de pensamiento 
medieval \ renacentista) pp. -. 2n (ii) see c. Burnett 7Ke &oKerence of tKe Arabic-Latin 
7ranslation 3roJram in 7oledo in tKe 7ZelftK &entur\ « Science in &ontext »   pp. -.
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of the original %urKān chapter suggests, the text offers a detailed account of the 
way in which the sciences differ from one another and of the way in which they 
share in common elements. The text, which is the only part of %urKān ever to 
be translated into /atin is significant not onl\ for the specific content of the 
classification(s) it presents and discusses but also more generall\ because it 
reÁects $vicenna·s overarching model of the interrelations between the sciences 
and their ontological Mustification at the conÁuence of metaph\sics logic and 
epistemolog\. The basic building blocNs of $vicenna·s theor\ of science are put to 
use here to develop a complex architecture that ultimately rests on essentialist 
foundations and depends on his account of per se predication.
The purpose of this paper is (i) to present and discuss the structure of this 
s\noptic treatment of the architecture of scientific Nnowledge which aims to 
articulate in detail a number of dependence relations among different sciences, 
and (ii) to discuss a number of textual points both in $vicenna·s $rabic and 
in *undissalinus· /atin with a relevant role for the understanding of maMor 
doctrinal points as well as for the potential benefit of future editors of the two 
texts. The current editions already show how a close analysis of the relation 
between them can be mutuall\ beneficial for an improved establishment of 
both, with interesting results that are oftentimes corroborated by independent 
witnesses not consulted b\ the editors ($fƮfƮ and %adawƮ for the two $rabic 
editions of %urKān  and %aur for the edition of *undissalinus· /atin translation)2.
2 The two editions of the $rabic text are lacNing in several respects. ʿ $fƮfƮ·s is based on onl\ three 
manuscripts but in spite of this is still superior in terms of understanding of the text to %adawƮ·s 
earlier edition which is based on a slightl\ larger set (five instead of three two of which are also 
used by ʿ$fƮfƮ). The manuscripts tradition of the %urKān has not been the object of a systematic 
study so far, but it seems clear that the two current editions are not critical in any sense of the term 
(there is no attempt to establish a stemma codicum, the number of witnesses is exceedingly small 
and arbitraril\ chosen variants are registered onl\ on occasion and not s\stematicall\). That being 
said, the texts are at least a starting point, and an inevitable point of reference to be in dialogue 
with. )or the $rabic text , use $vicenna Aɐ-əifāʾ al-0antîT al-%urKan˻ ed. $. ʿAfi˻fi˻ al-0aɡbaʿa al-
amƳr˻i\\a &airo  >  henceforth %urKān] ; cf. also id. $l-%urKān min .itāb al-6Kifāʾ, ed. ʿA. Badawī, 
0aNtabat al-nahŐa al-miɓri\\a &airo . )or the /atin text see dominicus GundissAlinus, 'e 'ivisione 
pKilosopKiae, ed. l. BAur $schendorff 0nster  (%eitrlge zur *eschichte der 3hilosophie 
des 0ittelalters ,9 -). ,n  %aur·s edition of *undissalinus·s 'e divisione pKilosopKiae was 
reprinted with facing German translation in A. fidorA, d. Werner, 'ominicus *undissalinus  'e divisione 
pKilosopKiae  LateiniscK'eutscK hber die (inteilunJ der 3KilosopKie +erder )reiburg im %reisgau . 
The latter is not a new critical edition, even though it incorporates some occasional corrections 
that taNe into account the $rabic text which at the time of %aur·s edition was still unedited. ³ 
1otable witnesses of the $rabic text are ms. 2xford %odleian /ibrar\ 3ococNe  (+/) ; 
ms. ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damad ,brahim 3aߞa  (th-th/th-th c.)  ms. &airo 
0aNtabat al-$zhar %eḫƮt  falsafa (th/th c.)  ms. ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damad 
,brahim 3aߞa  (+/)  ms. /eiden *olius  (+/)  ms. /eiden *olius  (before 
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The first part of the paper is concerned with the philosophical anal\sis of 
%urKān ,,. and provides a map for orientation in the chapter. The second part 
deals with textual issues and offers a set of preliminar\ remarNs aiming to shed 
light on the transmission of the text and suggest potential emendations while 
occasionall\ addressing *undissalinus· st\le of translation or lexical usage. 
8nless otherwise noted the $rabic text printed in the second part of the paper 
is from Ⱦ$fƮfƮ·s edition while the /atin text is from %aur·s edition.
I. structure oF B85+ā1, II.7
,f one were to looN at $vicenna·s chapter in isolation or Must read it in the 
/atin version inlaid b\ *undissalinus in his De divisione philosophiae the text 
would perhaps give the impression of being a self-contained standalone exercise 
of classification. This however would betra\ a misconception of its role in the 
general econom\ of %urKān and the relation of the latter to the 3osterior Anal\tics 
Even though the chapter is undoubtedl\ one of the areas of %urKān in which 
$vicenna most significantl\ alters the relative distribution of content of An 
3ost it fits perfectl\ in the general $ristotelian scheme and in the organization 
of that worN ,t is an expansion on a particularl\ important point that $vicenna 
deems it necessar\ to anal\ze more in depth. ,f it breaNs the continuit\ of An 
3ost it onl\ does so insofar as it develops in a s\stematic wa\ the transition 
between chapters $ and $ exploring in detail the relations between the 
$ristotelian complex of ideas around the notion of the subMect of a science and 
that of per se predication the ban on Nind crossing and the explanator\ and 
necessar\ character of scientific Nnowledge (two conditions that can onl\ be 
satisfied if certain constraints on the admissible terms are met).
$mong $vicenna·s most notable accomplishments in %urKān II.7 those 
that stand out most prominentl\ are : (i) an elaborate account of the various 
t\pes of relations that ma\ hold between pairs of scientific disciplines ; (ii) a 
th/th c.). )or the /atin text of the Summa in the De divisione an important witness not used 
b\ %aur is ms. %odleian . , am following -ules -anssens (to whom , am grateful for generousl\ 
sharing with me digital images of the chapter) in using this manuscript to verif\ the plausibilit\ of 
some of the h\potheses below. This article as will become clear in the second section is ver\ much 
indebted to J. Janssens Le De divisione philosophiae de *undissalinus  TuelTues remarTues prpliminaires 
j une pdition critiTue in e. coda, c. martInI Bonadeo eds. 'e l’AntiTuitp tardive au 0o\en ÇJe etudes de 
loJiTue aristotplicienne et de pKilosopKie JrecTue s\riaTue arabe et latine offertes j Henri HuJonnard-5ocKe 
9rin 3aris  (etudes 0usulmanes vol. ) pp. -.
 $vicenna·s interpretation of this networN of $ristotelian notions is discussed in its 
philosophical significance in r. stroBIno 3er se Inseparabilit\ &ontainment and Implication  %ridJinJ 
tKe *ap betZeen Avicenna’s 7Keor\ of 'emonstration and LoJic of tKe 3redicables « Oriens »   pp. 
181-266.
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theoretical Mustification of those relations ultimatel\ ontological in character 
based on hierarchical relations between subMects or their attributes ; and (iii) an 
identification of different Ninds of subordination. ,n the following , will trace 
each of them to different sections of chapter.
A map of %urhön, II.7 
Depending on the focus of one·s anal\sis different divisions of the text could 
be offered. )or our purposes and with a view to highlighting the classificator\ 
aspects of $vicenna·s discussion the chapter naturall\ divides into two main 
parts : (,) the first focusing primaril\ on how sciences differ from one another 
(iḫtilāf diversitas) (,,) the second on how sciences ma\ share in various elements 
(iɐtirāN communicatio)4.
(,) ,n the first part $vicenna presents his fundamental classification of t\pes 
of relations between different sciences based on the corresponding relations 
between the underl\ing subMects5. $t the root of the division is a distinction 
between sciences that differ because >a@ the\ have two distinct subMects or 
>b@ because the\ treat one and the same subMect in different wa\s. Section >a] 
contains the bulN of the text devoted as it is to a full articulation of the primar\ 
divisions of scientific domains and to an anal\sis and categorization of the 
fundamental scientific disciplines and of their interrelations6.
(,,) The second part offers a complementar\ classification of the criteria of 
identit\ and distinctness for the sciences focusing on the wa\s in which sciences 
ma\ have elements in common. ,t addresses the Tuestion from a different 
perspective ³ that of the canonical three elements of an $ristotelian science ³ 
including not onl\ the subMects but also scientific principles and Tuestions i.e. 
the conclusions of scientific s\llogisms (the theorems of a science). This second 
classification confirms (almost without exception) the taxonom\ presented in 
the first part and constitutes a digest of the results of the chapter summarizing 
4 The first part is b\ far the most extensive. ,t occupies almost ninet\ percent of the text 
and includes a digression on the status of metaph\sics (first philosoph\) with respect to 
the other sciences its necessit\ and its difference from dialectic and sophistics in subMect 
principles and goals.
5 The ontological underpinnings of $vicenna·s ideas on distinctness overlap and subordination 
are treated s\stematicall\ in stroBIno 3er se Inseparabilit\ &ontainment and Implication cit. 
6 ,n this frameworN a large subsection >see abab in the outline below@ addresses the peculiar 
status of metaph\sics with respect to all other sciences. ,t features as the last point in the discussion 
of >a] and should accordingl\ be regarded as an in-depth anal\sis of a particularl\ significant case 
rather than as an independent section.
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the basic t\pes of relations that exist between the different sciences and the 
most representative cases that exemplif\ them.
,n the first part section >a@ $vicenna presents two basic cases : one >aa] in 
which the subMects of two sciences do not overlap (min Ƒa\r mudāḫala absTue 
commixtione) the other >ab@ in which the subMects overlap (maʿa mudāḫala cum 
commixtione). ,n the former case the two sciences are Must distinct7. The latter case 
encompasses a number of further sub-divisions that maNe it the most densel\ 
populated in the entire taxonom\. Two subMects ma\ overlap >aba@ full\ when 
one is more general than the other8 or >abb@ partiall\ each having something in 
common with the other as well as something distinct from the other9.
:hen the subMect of one science is more general than the subMect of the other 
this ma\ be according to $vicenna in virtue of two fundamentall\ different 
t\pes of generalit\ (ʿumūm communicatio)10.
The more general subMect stands to the less general subMect either in a >abaa] 
genus-liNe relation or in an >abab@ implicate-implicant relation of the Nind 
holding between ¶one· and ¶being· and ever\ other entit\.
The first alternative >abaa@ is then further differentiated into cases depending 
on whether the relation between the more general subMect and the less general 
7 >aa@ is exemplified b\ the relation between arithmetic and geometr\ their respective 
subMects being distinct species of Tuantit\ namel\ discrete as opposed to continuous Tuantit\ 
(number and extended magnitude).
8 , translate the $vicennan term mudāḫala (/at. commixtio) as ¶overlap· suggesting that the 
intersection between two subMects is non-empt\. , use the non-$vicennan expressions full (as 
opposed to partial) overlap to designate the cases in which the subMect of one science does not 
exceed the subMect of the other which according to $vicenna occurs if the former is more general 
than the latter (in some sense of generalit\ subMect to further Tualifications). )ull overlap does not 
admit of residue.
9 >abb@ is exemplified b\ the relation between medicine and ethics. :hile medicine is 
concerned with the investigation of the human bod\ and of its parts (which as we will see is in 
turn subordinated to ph\sics) ethics investigates the rational soul and its practical faculties.
10 :hile commixtio is consistentl\ used for mudāḫala and is the broadest all-encompassing 
term communicatio is used here for Ⱦumūm in the sense of ¶generalit\· in constructions where 
$vicenna characterizes two different wa\s in which what is more general (al-aʿamm or 
occasionall\ Must al-ʿāmm ; cf communius maJis commune) stands to the more specific (al-aḫaɓɓ 
minus commune). ,n the second part of the chapter communicare and derivatives are also used 
to translate the $rabic iɐtaraNa $t first sight one would thinN that the original term for ʿumūm 
might have been communitas — a translation attested in the 0etapK\sics ³ but the consistent 
use of communicatio/communicat in the lines that follow suggests that this is the correct reading 
even if we have to assume that the term is being used in the unusual sense of ¶generalit\· or 
¶commonness· to reÁect what the $rabic means in the present context (see textual point (.) in 
the second part of the paper).
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subMect >abaaa@ is a real genus-species relation11 or >abaab@ involves a range of 
possibilities in which the more general term is related to the less general term 
in the wa\ a genus is related to an accident of a species. >abaab@ encompasses 
one last range of nuances that $vicenna uses to characterize four different 
t\pes of subordination not involving parthood and distinct from the implicate-
implicant subordination singled out above12. ,t is in the case of full overlap 
between subMects that we encounter the most significant theoretical distinctions 
in $vicenna·s first classificator\ effort particularl\ the one between ¶being part· 
and ¶being under·.
The differentiation of case >abaa@ is due to the need of accounting for two 
different wa\s in which a more general subMect can be narrowed down to 
determine the subMect of a hierarchicall\ lower science. The most obvious case 
is when we simpl\ taNe a differentia and divide the genus (the more general 
subMect) to obtain a species (the less general subMect). ,n this case ³ and onl\ in 
this case ³ the lower science is said to be part of the higher science i.e. when 
the two subMects stand in a real genus-species relation.
,f >abaaa@ is a straightforward useful relation to characterize the internal 
division of a science in its sub-fields it fails to capture the complexit\ of a 
number of other representative pairs and especiall\ to account for obliTue 
11 >abaaa@ is exemplified b\ the relation between the stud\ of p\ramids (maḫrūɡāt p\ramides) as 
part of the stud\ of solids (muǧassamāt corporea) and that of solids as part of (a general theor\ of 
extended) magnitudes (maTādīr mensurae) which presumabl\ coincides in $vicenna·s view with 
geometr\ (handasa) itself.
12 The fifth Nind of subordination corresponds to >abab@. ,t is not included b\ $vicenna in the 
list of four wa\s in which a subMect is said to fall under another with respect to the first sense of 
generalit\ because the ontological relation it captures is different (i.e. not a genus-liNe relation).
 $n issue that lies be\ond the scope of this stud\ but is undoubtedl\ worth\ of further 
investigation is $vicenna·s debt towards )öröbƮ : what matters for our purposes is not so much 
the celebrated classification of the sciences in the IƤߙāʾ al-ʿulūm (Enumeration of the sciences) but 
rather a tangle of insights from )öröbƮ·s own .itāb al-%urKān which as , have argued elsewhere 
constitutes an unsurprisingl\ relevant source for $vicenna (stroBIno 3er se Inseparabilit\ 
Containment, and Implication cit passim). ,n particular the relevant distinction which possibl\ 
echoes a subtext alread\ to be found in $ristotle in connection with different forms of dependence 
is one between the idea of a science being part of another science (ǧuzʾ) and that of a science being 
merel\ subordinated to another science (taƤta). The two t\pes of dependence embod\ different 
ontological relations between their respective subMects. The distinction is articulated in nuce in al-
Fa ˻ra ˻BI˻aBu˻nas ̂r .itāb al-%urKān Za-.ita˻b ɐarāʾiɡ al-\aTi˻n edited b\ m. FaH ઄rI˻ Da˻r al-0aɐriT %eirut 
 ,9. (Fī Na\fi\\at istiʿmāl al-barāKīn Za-l-Ƥudūd fī ɓ-ɓanāʾiʿ an-na˂ari\\a) p. . ,n general 
various examples used in %urKān ,,. to illustrate different t\pes of subordination (e.g. geometr\ 
and the stud\ of p\ramids  geometr\ and astronom\ as the stud\ of moving spheres) as well as 
the discussion of metaph\sics and its relation to dialectic and sophistics all seem to be themes of 
direct )öröbiön derivation.
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relations that cut across praedicamental lines14. The terrain is rugged and 
$vicenna·s taxonom\ aims to reÁect this fact. 
,n this connection >abaab@ specifies a range of wa\s in which one can move 
from the more general to the less general b\ Tualif\ing a subMect not through a 
dividing differentia but rather through different Ninds of accidents. $vicenna 
identifies four paradigmatic t\pes exhibiting a progressivel\ more tenuous 
ontological connection with the more general subMect. The latter ma\ be 
restricted (or ¶made less general· ; muḫaɓɓaɓ proprium ; aḫaɓɓ minus commune)15 
b\ adding to it one of the following Tualif\ing properties : (i) a per se accident ; 
(ii) a foreign non-per se accident which is a disposition in the subMect itself and 
not a mere relation  (iii) a foreign non-per se accident which is not a disposition 
in the subMect itself but rather a mere relation  (iv) a foreign non-per se accident 
of a species of a different subMect16. 
(i) is exemplified b\ the relation between ph\sics and medicine : medicine is 
subordinated to ph\sics because it investigates the subMect of the part of ph\sics 
that deals with the human bod\ insofar as the latter is Tualified b\ health and 
sicNness which are two per se accidents of the human bod\. 
(ii) is the case of geometr\ and astronom\ : part of geometr\ is concerned 
with spheres (a species of solid) while astronom\ deals with moving spheres 
i.e. with spheres Tualified b\ a certain propert\. The propert\ in Tuestion is 
a foreign non-per se accident of the subMect (in the technical sense of %urKān) 
The subMect of astronom\ (the stud\ of moving spheres) is less general than 
the subMect of geometr\ (even of the part of geometr\ that specificall\ deals 
with spheres) and hence the former science is subordinated to the latter. 
$stronom\ is concerned with moving spheres as geometrical obMects and with 
their geometrical relations i.e. with moving spheres insofar as the\ are spheres 
rather than insofar as the\ are characterized b\ motion17.
14 $vicenna is not committed to a violation of the $ristotelian ban on Nind crossing. To the 
contrar\ the complex machiner\ he sets up is precisel\ intended to preserve that principle and 
to specif\ the limits of its application in order to account for the phenomenon of subordination.
15 ,n this context ḫ-ɓ-ɓ and derivatives unless otherwise noted do not have the technical 
meaning of proprium as one of the five predicables from the Isagoge. 
16 ,n connection with this distinction , shall leave aside the Tuestion of determining exactl\ 
the status of Ka\ʾa which , genericall\ translate as ¶disposition· for want of a better term and 
to reÁect as closel\ as possible the /atin use of dispositio. :hat is clear is that $vicenna is Neen 
to distinguish between (ii) and (iii) and that (iii) represents a Nind of connection with the more 
general subMect weaNer than (ii).
17 $vicenna returns on this point after presenting (iv) in order to clarif\ in what sense it 
differs from (ii) and also below in discussing >bb@ namel\ the case of two sciences having the same 
subMect but being distinct because one science treats the subMect in one wa\ the other science in 
another wa\. ,n that context he explicitl\ claims that if this were not the case astronom\ would 
be subordinated to ph\sics and not to geometr\ reinforcing the point made here.
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(iii) illustrates the Nind of subordination holding between optics and 
geometr\. ,n this case the foreign non-per se accident attached to and Tualif\ing 
the subMect of the more general science (geometr\ and in particular the part 
of geometr\ dealing with lines) is the relation of lines to the e\e and vision 
in general. )or this reason optics cannot be a part of geometr\ because it is 
concerned with lines as the\ relate to vision but it is subordinated to geometr\ 
because it deals with properties and relations that fall within that discipline.
(iv) is the most complex case where the Tualif\ing accident is an accident 
of a species of a different subMect (i.e. not of the subMect of the superordinate 
science). $vicenna needs this relation in order to explain the ambivalent status 
of music which on the one hand deals with ¶obMects· (notes) that are ph\sical 
entities (sounds) but is concerned with them onl\ insofar as an extrinsic set 
of features i.e. certain numerical ratios attach to them. Thus the subMect of 
music which in and of itself is a species of the subMect of ph\sics is Tualified 
through an extrinsic accident and is investigated under that respect. )or this 
reason as noted above music is not genuinel\ subordinated to ph\sics but 
rather to another science i.e. arithmetic whose subMect covers the foreign 
accident through which the subMect of music is Tualified. , refer to the discussion 
in the second section of the paper for a better appreciation of this point but 
in presenting (iv) $vicenna explicitl\ argues that if we were to investigate the 
subMect of music in itself rather than insofar as it is Tualified b\ number then 
music would be a part of ph\sics (not even merel\ subordinated to it because we 
would be investigating a particular Nind of ph\sical entit\).
/est confusion arise as a result of the above association of accidents and 
subMects of a science it should be Nept in mind that the accidents called into pla\ 
in (i)-(iv) be the\ per se or foreign are Tualifications determining the subMect 
of the subordinate science. These are distinct from the characteristic per se 
accidents that b\ $vicenna·s own explicit unsurprising admission each science 
investigates in order to establish their holding of those subMects18.
$ summar\ of the differences between these four cases ma\ help attenuate 
the potential impression of ad-hoc-ness of $vicenna·s theoretical construction. 
The difference between (i) and (ii)-(iv) is straightforward : the first case is the 
onl\ one in which the Tualif\ing accident is a per se accident of the subMect of 
the more general science  in the remaining three cases the accident is foreign 
18 Thus medicine seeNs to establish the per se accidents of the human bod\ insofar as it health\ 
or sicN  astronom\ the per se accidents of moving spheres Tua spheres  optics the per se accidents 
of visual lines Tua lines ; and music the per se accidents of notes i.e. consonance and dissonance 
(Ar. ittifāTiḫtilāf ; /at convenientia/diversitas).
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non-per se and in (iv) as opposed to (ii)-(iii) it is not a foreign accident directl\ 
attaching to the subMect of the more general science. The difference between 
(ii) and (iii) lies in the weaNer connection between the accident and the subMect : 
in one case the accident is something that occurs to the subMect not in a merel\ 
relational sense while in the other case $vicenna seems to thinN that the 
connection is purel\ relational (the moving spheres are moving obMects while 
the consideration of lines insofar as the\ relate to vision is somehow Must a 
matter of investigating them under a certain respect not in connection with 
some propert\ that actuall\ inheres in them). 
Two further differences are explicitl\ addressed b\ $vicenna. )irst cases (i)-
(iii) differ from case (iv) in that in the former the subMect of the more general 
science is alwa\s predicated of the subMect of the less general science (because the 
subMect of the less general science is nothing other than the subMect of the more 
general science plus a Tualification which directl\ determines it) : thus triviall\ 
human bodies insofar as the\ are sicN or health\ are (human) bodies  moving 
spheres are spheres  and visual lines are lines. 1ot so in the case of arithmetic and 
music because notes are not numbers or numerical ratios. Secondl\ (ii) and (iv) 
represent two genuinel\ distinct cases because in (ii) the relation of subordination 
obtains with respect to the subMect (moving spheres) while in (iv) it obtains with 
respect to the Tualif\ing accident (notes characterized b\ numerical relations)19.
5esuming the division case >aba@ in which the subMect of one science is more 
general than the subMect of the other science has two main divisions depending 
on the Nind of generalit\ at staNe. $fter discussing in detail what , have called the 
genus-liNe t\pe $vicenna moves on to the second t\pe whose treatment had been 
explicitl\ deferred at the beginning of the chapter to a later stage of the anal\sis. 
The second t\pe of generalit\ (ʿumūm) is the one connecting an implicate 
(lāzim)20 and that of which the implicate is an implicate and more specificall\ 
corresponds to the relation holding between the notions of ¶one· and ¶being· and 
ever\thing else. , shall not cover this case in detail here because the relevant 
issues are discussed in the second part of the paper. Suffice it to sa\ that 
19 ,n (ii) the science of moving spheres is subordinated to the science of spheres not to the 
science of the accident that Tualifies the spheres (motion) while in (iv) music is subordinated 
to the science that treats the accident (arithmetic) not to the science (ph\sics) of that which 
is Tualified b\ it (notes as specific t\pes of sounds). 2n the relation between note sound and 
number see also $vicenna·s .itāb al-mūsīTā where the necessar\ bacNground is discussed more 
extensivel\ and the brief references in %urKān ,,. are corroborated b\ independent evidence.
20 ,t will be useful to note that the traditional term used to translate lāzim in /atin is concomitans 
or simpl\ comitans , will return to the point below to mention a textual issue alread\ identified b\ 
Janssens Le De divisione philosophiae de *undissalinus cit. p. .
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$vicenna introduces this categor\ to serve an important purpose namel\ to 
accommodate the case of metaph\sics (or first philosoph\) and its relation to 
all other sciences. 
,n this context $vicenna does three things. )irst he cursoril\ lists various 
features that characterize the status of metaph\sics with respect to the other 
sciences most notabl\ the fact that the other sciences are all subordinated to 
metaph\sics but not part of it and that no subMect is more general than the 
subMect of metaph\sics. Secondl\ he gives a brief argument for the necessit\ of 
a science that is more general than all other sciences such that the principles of 
the latter are certified in the former and argues for the conditional character 
of the principles of all subordinate sciences21. Thirdl\ he explains in what 
wa\s two disciplines such as dialectic and sophistics which might potentiall\ 
claim a similar status because of their wide scope of application fail to meet 
the standards of metaph\sics. The three disciplines differ with respect to their 
subMect principles and goals22.
The first part of %urKān ,,. after the extensive anal\sis of >a@ the wa\s in 
which sciences differ when their subMects are distinct concludes the classification 
with the other horn of the initial division devoted to >b@ the wa\ in which sciences 
differ when their subMect is one and the same (iḫtilāf al-ʿulūm al-muttafiTa fī 
l-maZŐūʿ). $vicenna argues that this ma\ occur in two wa\s. ,n the first case >ba] 
one science investigates the subMect without Tualification and the other under a 
particular respect. ,n the second case >bb@ both treat their common subMect under 
different respects. The division serves the maMor purpose of enabling $vicenna 
to account for the difference between two significant pairs : the relation between 
medicine and ph\sics on the one hand and that between astronom\ and ph\sics 
on the other. $s noted above the subMect of medicine ma\ seem to coincide with 
the subMect of a particular branch of ph\sics dealing with the human bod\. But 
according of $vicenna medicine treats the human bod\ as Tualified b\ the per se 
accidents of health and sicNness which is an altogether different endeavor from 
investigating the properties of the human bod\ as such i.e. without Tualification. 
The latter is the prerogative of (a part of) ph\sics.
21 %\ conditional character $vicenna means that the logical form of each principle in a science 
other than metaph\sics should be that of a conditional statement ³ ¶h\pothetical conditional· 
(ɐarɡī muttaɓil) in his technical terminolog\) ³ whose antecedent is proven in metaph\sics. Some 
such principles have t\picall\ the form of statements in which the antecedent purports to establish 
the existence of a subMect e.g. if there are such-and-such ph\sical entities then p where p is a 
theorem of ph\sics in which a per se accident of the subMect is proven to hold of the subMect itself.
22 See a. BertolaccI, 7Ke 5eception of Aristotle’s 0etaph\sics in Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ %rill 
/eiden  pp.  and -.
 0edicine and ph\sics were used to illustrate the first t\pe of subordination (i) discussed above.
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The other case offers an opportunit\ to expand on the relation of subordination 
between astronom\ and geometr\ and to clarif\ wh\ the former falls under the 
latter and not under ph\sics. )or it ma\ seem natural to assume that astronom\ and 
a certain branch of ph\sics (corresponding to the De caelo) have one and the same 
subMect namel\ the spherical shape of the universe. <et according to $vicenna the 
two sciences investigate this subMect in different respects. $stronom\ insofar as it 
is a spherical obMect and with respect to Tuantit\ (which is wh\ it is subordinated 
to geometr\) ph\sics insofar as it has a peculiar principle of motion24. The subMect 
of astronom\ is the spherical bod\ of the universe insofar as it has Tuantit\ and 
astronom\ as a science investigates the properties that necessaril\ follow from 
it in this respect  the subMect of (the relevant part of) ph\sics is the spherical 
bod\ of the universe insofar as it has a particular Nind of motion and ph\sics as 
a science investigates the properties that necessaril\ follow from it in this other 
respect. The two sciences approach the sphericit\ of the universe from distinct 
perspectives. ,n one case as a result of the impossibilit\ of it having another shape 
because of the particular Nind of motion that characterizes it  in the other case for 
its purel\ geometrical properties.
The second part of %urKān ,,. which corresponds to about a tenth of the 
whole chapter summarizes the results of the elaborate division carried out in 
the first part but from a complementar\ perspective. To conclude his anal\sis of 
the possible relations between different sciences $vicenna introduces a second 
independent taxonom\ driven b\ the idea of establishing how different sciences 
relate to one another with respect the three elements that t\picall\ define the 
perimeter of ($ristotelian) scientific disciplines : () principles () subMects and 
() scientific Tuestions (the theorems of a science in which salient properties or 
accidents per se of the subMect are demonstrativel\ proven to hold of the subMect)25.
The first criterion encompasses three main cases excluding the trivial case 
of common axioms (such as the principle that when eTuals are subtracted from 
eTuals the remainders are eTual)26. Two sciences ma\ be related to each other 
with respect to principles in such a wa\ that the shared27 principles >.@ are of 
24 $stronom\ deals with the moving spheres insofar as the\ are spheres and not insofar as 
the\ are in motion i.e. not with respect to the principle of their motion.
25 ,n order to avoid confusion , use 5oman numerals to label the elements of the second 
classification (as opposed to lowercase letters for the elements of the first classification). 
1otwithstanding the cost of an apparentl\ unnecessar\ proliferation of tags this approach should 
maNe it easier to see more clearl\ and immediatel\ the parallels between the two taxonomies.
26 The principle is in fact common not to all sciences but more appropriatel\ to those that deal 
with Tuantit\. , return on this point in the second part of the paper text .
27 The abstract term for sharing in (principles subMects or Tuestions) in this section is ɐariNa 
(cf. /atin communicatio). This notion should be Nept distinct from that of ʿ umūm (also communicatio) 
discussed above.
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the same ranN28 >.@ in one science the principles are prior and in the other 
posterior or >.@ what is a principle in one science is a scientific Tuestion (a 
theorem) in the other science. The last case is subMect to a further subdivision. 
:hen one and the same statement is a principle in one science and a Tuestion 
in another science $vicenna distinguishes between >..@ the case in which the 
two sciences are different because the subMect of one is more general than the 
subMect of the other and >..@ the case in which the two sciences are different 
without the subMect of one being more general than the subMect of the other.
:hen one of the two subMects is more general and the other less general one 
and the same claim ma\ be either >...@ a scientific Tuestion proven in the 
more general superordinate science and a principle assumed in the less general 
subordinate science or >...@ a scientific Tuestion proven in the latter and 
assumed in the former29. These two sub-cases account according to $vicenna 
for a distinction between what is a real principle (mabdaʾ ƤaTīTī principium 
verum) and what is onl\ a principle according to us (mabdaʾ bi-l-Ti\ās ila\nā).
>.@ and >..@ are interestingl\ illustrated b\ the same example namel\ 
the case of arithmetic and geometr\. ,t is eas\ to see the reason for >.@ which 
corresponds to >aa@ in the first classification. There is no overlap in subMect 
between arithmetic and geometr\ and their principles are in a sense at the 
same level because the\ deal with different Ninds of Tuantities. 
,n light of this however the case of >..@ seems to become problematic 
because it covers situations in which certain claims are principles in one 
science and Tuestions in another in spite of there not being a hierarchical 
ranNing between those sciences. This is compatible with the characteristic 
trait of >.@ (the principles being of one and the same ranN) but still leaves a 
problem unsolved namel\ how something can be genuinel\ subMect to proof in 
one science and assumed in another science without there being a hierarchical 
arrangement of an\ sort between the sciences in Tuestion.
The example offered b\ $vicenna to illustrate this horn of the division 
ma\ be the ver\ reason he feels pressured to introduce it in the first place 
namel\ in order to find room in his taxonom\ for the use in the tenth booN of 
Euclid·s Elements, of arithmetic theorems (proven in some of the earlier booNs 
presumabl\ Elements VII-IX) as principles for geometr\ theorems.
28 The $rabic expression ʿ alj martaba ZāƤida captures the idea that the principles of two sciences 
are on a par with each other as opposed to being ranNed according to priorit\ and posteriorit\.
29 The distinction between more general (aʿamm) and more proper/less general (aḫaɓɓ) subMects 
that was extensivel\ used in the first part is paralleled here b\ a distinction between higher (aʿlà, 
altior) and lower (asfal, inferior) sciences.
 $vicenna collectivel\ refers to them as the treatises on number ($r. fī l-maTālāt al-Ⱦadadi\\a ; 
/at. in libro de numero).
 The problem is that in >aa@ $vicenna seems to den\ that there is an\ overlap between 
the subMects of arithmetic and geometr\ while >..@ concludes with the claim that the use of 
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>.@ is exemplified b\ the case of geometr\ and optics as well as b\ that of 
arithmetic and music. The use of these two examples is unsurprisingl\ compatible 
with the first classification given that the\ are both sub-cases of subordination 
without parthood (corresponding to >abaab (iii)@ and >abaab (iv)@ above) in spite of 
the fact that in the first classification $vicenna treats the two pairs separatel\ as 
a result of a more fine-grained distinction between the t\pes of subMects involved.
The second criterion namel\ commonness of Tuestions is onl\ brieÁ\ 
mentioned in order to specif\ a necessar\ condition namel\ that there be a shared 
predicate which is demonstrativel\ proven to hold of the subMect of the sciences 
under consideration. :hen this is the case however a deeper connection must be 
in place because two sciences could not be such that one and the same propert\ is 
predicated of their subMects unless those subMects are identical or overlap in one of 
the wa\s outlined above. ,f the two subMects were entirel\ distinct there could be 
no sharing of predicates of scientific Tuestions in the first place.
This brings $vicenna to the third and most important criterion namel\ the 
sharing of subMects which concludes the second classification and the chapter 
as a whole.
,t is worth Tuoting the phrase with which $vicenna introduces the last 
member of the division : « the primar\ and most fundamental >Nind of@ sharing 
is the sharing of the subMect in one of the three aforementioned wa\s » (Ar. aɐ-
ɐariNa al-aZZali\\a al-aɓli\\a >«@ KuZa ɐ-ɐariNa fī l-maZŐūʿ ʿalj ZaǧK min al-ZuǧūK 
al-maŏNūra ; /at communicatio iJitur prima et radicabilis >«@ est communicatio in 
subiecto secundum aliTuem modorum Tui predicti sunt).
The various divisions laid out in the first classification are grouped b\ 
$vicenna in the second classification under three basic headings. Two sciences 
ma\ have something in common as far as their subMects are concerned either 
because >.@ the subMect of one science is more general than the subMect of the 
other because >.@ the two subMects partiall\ overlap or because >.@ one and 
the same subMect is addressed b\ one science in one respect and b\ the other 
science in another respect. Each of these three t\pes contains or coincides with 
one of the cases presented in the first classification as is confirmed b\ the 
various pairs advocated b\ $vicenna as illustrations of this second division.
>.@ corresponds to the largest group in the first list namel\ >aba@ which 
covered the two wa\s in which sciences are related when the subMect of one is more 
general than the subMect of the other (the genus-liNe relation and the implicant-
implicate relation for the case of ¶one· and ¶being·). $vicenna interestingl\ uses two 
complementar\ pairs as examples to illustrate the two basic cases of hierarchical 
arithmetical theorems as geometrical principles « is not possible if there is no sharing of (i) a 
subMect or (ii) the genus of a subMect ». (i) would be in tension with the previous claim while (ii) 
would seem to recast the relation in rather different terms i.e. with respect to a third more 
general science dealing with Tuantit\ as such.
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dependence discussed in the first part of the chapter namel\ parthood and 
subordination (without parthood). The choice of two distinct pairs ³ geometr\ 
and the stud\ of p\ramids on the one hand ph\sics and medicine on the other (see 
>abaaa@ and >abaab (i)@ above) ³ as representative examples of the corresponding 
relations of ‘being part· and ¶being under· can hardl\ be coincidental. ,n fact both 
examples fall within the internal subdivision of the first t\pe of ʿ umūm (the genus-
liNe relation) but as noted above the case of subordination without parthood 
also applies to the second Nind of ʿumūm i.e. the relation of all other sciences to 
metaph\sics : the latter is therefore also captured b\ >.@.
>.@ coincides with >abb@ namel\ with the case of partial overlap between the 
subMects of two sciences and is exemplified as above b\ the relation between 
medicine and ethics each of which has something in common with the other 
and something proper to itself .
Thus >.@ and >.@ Mointl\ exhaust >ab@ the case of overlap between subMects. 
>aa@ the case of non-overlap (exemplified in the first classification b\ the relation 
of arithmetic and geometr\) is not discussed in the second classification (in 
connection with the subMect) because what is at staNe here are cases in which 
something is shared and triviall\ nothing is shared with respect to the subMect 
when there is no overlap ($r mudāḫala ; /at. communicatio) between subMects. 
%ut >aa@->ab] Mointl\ account for all possible wa\s in which sciences ma\ >a] differ 
with respect to multiple subMects. 
:hat remains to be determined is therefore whether something in the 
second classification corresponds to >b@ namel\ the case of sciences differing 
with respect to one and the same subMect. 
This tasN is accomplished b\ >.@ which covers circumstances in which 
the subMect is one and the same but is investigated under different respects 
b\ different sciences as is the case in astronom\ and ph\sics. The example 
corresponds in fact to >bb@ one of the two sub-cases discussed b\ $vicenna (the 
other case in which one science deals with the subMect without Tualification and 
the other with the subMect under a particular respect is not mentioned in the 
second classification but presumabl\ falls under >.@ as well).
To summarize the content of the two classifications and more generall\ to 
provide a map of the chapter , offer below a schematic reconstruction of its 
structure. Assuming that Į and ȕ are the subMects of two sciences the following 
are all possible relations outlined b\ $vicenna :
 See n. 9.
 3ending a definitive adMudication of the issue raised in n. .
 The outline follows for the most part the order of the original text with onl\ a few exceptions (e.g. >abb] 
below which occurs in the text earlier than the current la\out would suggest) due to the need of presenting the 
division as compellingl\ as possible. The order can be reconstructed on the basis of the references , provide to 
both $rabic and /atin text for each individual element in the division and section in the chapter.
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[3aUt I. )iUVt FlaVViÀFatiRQ  diffHUHQFH Zith UHVSHFt tR VXbMHFtV]
>a@ Difference with respect to multiple subMects 
>aa] Į and ȕ do not overlap
Jeometr\ - aritKmetic
>ab] Į and ȕ overlap
>aba] Į is more general than ȕ
>abaa@ first t\pe of ʿumūm (genus-liNe relation)40
>abaaa] Į is a genus and ȕ is a species of Į (parthood pars ǧuzʾ)
(solid) Jeometr\ - stud\ of p\ramids41
>abaab] Į is a genus and ȕ is a species Tualified b\ an accident Ȗ 
(subordination sub taƤta)42
The Tualif\ing accident ma\ be
(i) an accident per se of ȕ 
pK\sics - medicine (bod\ - human bod\ insofar as it is KealtK\ or sicN)
(ii) a foreign non-per se accident of ȕ (a disposition of the subMect itself not 
a purel\ relational propert\)
Jeometr\ - astronom\ (extended magnitude - moving spheres)44
(iii) a foreign non-per se accident of ȕ (not a disposition of the subMect itself 
but a purel\ relational propert\) 
Jeometr\ - optics (extended magnitude - lines insofar as the\ relate to vision)45
(iv) a foreign non-per se accident of ȕ where the latter is a species of a 
different subMect į and is investigated onl\ insofar at Ȗ holds of it
aritKmetic - music (number - notes as numerical ratios)46
 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
 %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae p. .-.
 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
 Introduced at %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae p. .-  properl\ discussed 
at %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
40 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
41 %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae p. .-.
42 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
 %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
44 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
45 %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae p. .-.
46 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae p. .-. 1otes are a species of the 
subMect of ph\sics (sounds)  but music investigates them onl\ insofar as the\ express numerical ratios 
and hence music is subordinated to arithmetic not to ph\sics. The difference between (ii) and (iv) is 
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>abab@ second t\pe of ʿumūm : implicate (one and being) (subordination)47
   
'iJression on metapK\sics (first pKilosopK\)
  
>1ecessit\ of a science more general than all other sciences  the principles of 
the latter are certified in that science  conditional character of the principles 
of all subordinate sciences@48
>Difference between first philosoph\ dialectic and sophistics in (i) subMect 
(ii) principles and (iii) goals@49
>abb] Į and ȕ partiall\ overlap (the\ have something in common and something 
distinct)
medicine - ethics50
>b@ Difference with respect to one and the same subMect51
>ba@ one science investigates the subMect absolutel\ the other in some respect 
pK\sics52 - medicine (bod\ - human bod\ insofar as it is KealtK\ or sicN)
>bb@ one science treats the subMect in wa\ the other science in another wa\
astronom\ - pK\sics
that in the former case the subordinate science does not fall under the science that investigates 
the accident Tualif\ing the more general subMect but rather under the science that investigates that 
more general subMect. ,n the latter case b\ contrast the subordinate science falls under the science 
that investigates the Tualif\ing accident. ,t should be noted that at the beginning of the chapter 
when $vicenna draws the distinction between cases where there is a genuine genus-species relation 
and cases where the more general subMect is a genus for an accident of a species he illustrates the 
latter with the pair ph\sics-music. This however is not in contradiction with what he later sa\s 
about arithmetic and music. ,n fact in order to identif\ the subMect of music (numerical ratios holding 
between certain sounds) we need to appeal indirectl\ to the subMect of ph\sics of which sounds are 
a species. That $vicenna is aware of the peculiar status of this relation is shown b\ his own insistence 
on the necessit\ to Neep the two pairs distinct. <et the subMect of music is related to that of ph\sics in 
the wa\ an accident of a species is related to the genus. 
47 Introduced at %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae p. .-  properl\ discussed 
at %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
48 %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
49 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
50 %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
51 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
52 ,.e. the part of ph\sics that deals with human beings (it is unclear whether $vicenna 
collectivel\ means the ideal union of texts that deal with human beings encompassing at least the 
relevant parts of De anima and De animalibus or something more specific).
 $vicenna almost certainl\ is referring in this case to the section of ph\sics corresponding to 
the De caelo. The anal\sis of this point hinges entirel\ on the fact that astronom\ and (this part of) 
ph\sics both deal with the shape of the universe. 1ote that this set of remarNs is not incompatible 
with what $vicenna contends above namel\ that astronom\ is subordinate to geometr\ and not 
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>3aUt II 6HFRQd FlaVViÀFatiRQ  VFiHQFHV VhaUiQJ iQ SUiQFiSlHV, VXbMHFtV, aQd TXHVtiRQV]54
>@ principles55
  
>.@ eTual in ranN56
Jeometr\ - aritKmetic 
>.@ prior in the more general science posterior in the less general science
Jeometr\ - optics ; aritKmetic - music
>.@ something is a principle in one science and a Tuestion in the other
>..@ subMects are distinct one being more general than the other
  
>...@ Tuestion proven in the higher science principle assumed in the 
lower science
>...@ Tuestion proven in the lower science principle assumed in the 
higher science
>..@ subMects are distinct neither being more general than the other : 
Tuestions proven in one science are posited as principles in the other57
Jeometr\ - aritKmetic 
>@ Tuestions : sharing the predicate term (a shared subMect is a necessar\ condition)58
>@ subMects59
>.@ one subMect is more general than the other
pK\sics - medicine ; Jeometr\ - stud\ of p\ramids
>.@ subMects have something in common and something distinct
medicine - etKics
>.@ subMect is one but investigated in different respects 
astronom\ - pK\sics
to ph\sics. This point is in fact the natural complement of the previous one. $fter showing that 
astronom\ is subordinate to geometr\ because it is concerned with moving spheres $vicenna goes 
on to explain that astronom\ and a certain area of ph\sics are distinct in spite of the fact that the\ 
are about the same subMect : this is because astronom\ onl\ investigates the bod\ of the universe 
with regard to its purel\ geometrical properties while ph\sics investigates it with respect to motion.
54 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae pp. . - ..
55 %urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione philosophiae p. .-.
56 $vicenna gives as an example for this group the principle that eTuals being subtracted 
from eTuals result in eTuals which is not a principle of geometr\ more than it is a principle of 
arithmetic (or conversel\). ,n this respect the two sciences are on a par.
57 This t\pe is explicitl\ illustrated b\ a reference to the tenth booN of the Elements.
58 %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae p. .-.
59 %urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione philosophiae p. .-.
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This concludes $vicenna·s anal\sis of the different wa\s in which sciences 
ma\ or ma\ not have elements in common. The Tuestion of the criteria of 
identit\ and distinctness for the sciences is unsurprisingl\ rooted in the 
3osterior Anal\tics not Must in virtue of a general conceptual frameworN where an 
ontological division of the underl\ing subMects demarcates the epistemological 
space of inTuir\ into distinct domains : this much is in fact also addressed if 
onl\ brieÁ\ b\ $ristotle in $60. $vicenna·s treatment of this subMect however 
brings it to an entirel\ different level. :hile being ultimatel\ inspired b\ similar 
principles it provides an original and much more s\stematic anal\sis illustrated 
exhaustivel\ case b\ case b\ a variet\ of examples that supposedl\ cover all the 
basic relations between the most fundamental branches of scientific Nnowledge. 
II. textual remarks 
:ith this map of %urKān ,,. at hand we can now turn to a number of critical 
textual issues whose significance will hopefull\ be easier to appreciate against 
the conceptual bacNground developed thus far. $s , pointed out above the 
chapter is relevant not onl\ for its philosophical content but also interesting 
from a textual standpoint and this in two wa\s : the $rabic text contributes 
to a better understanding and several potential improvements of the /atin. 
&onversel\ the latter occasionall\ sheds light on difficult points of the $rabic as 
available in current printings and seems indirectl\ to belong to a specific branch 
in the transmission of %urKān
The textual remarNs below include a number of insights that have alread\ 
appeared in print and which were put forward first b\ +ugonnard-5oche and 
especiall\ -anssens61.
5elevant portions of the text are underlined both in $rabic and in /atin to 
facilitate their identification.
1. ,QFiSit (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione p. .-)
اــمإ ببــسلا كــلذو اــهتاعوضوم ببــسب وــه ةــيقيقلحا موــلعلا فاــتخا نإ لوــقن 
عوــضوم فاــ تخا اــ مإ و تاــعوضولما فاــ تخا 
60 2n the notion of subordination in $ristotle see r. mckIraHan Aristotle’s Subordinate Sciences 
« %ritish -ournal for the +istor\ of Science »    pp. -.
61 See Hugonnard-rocHe La classification des sciences de *undissalinus cit. and Janssens Le De 
divisione philosophiae de *undissalinus cit. The results are presented here not for the saNe of 
pedantr\ but to group them in a single source.
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« Dicam Tuod causa diversitatis ceterarum scientiarum est subiecta >for substantia 
in %aur@ earum. ,lla autem causa vel est propter diversitatem subiectorum vel 
propter diversitatem unius subiecti ».
(.) ,n connection with the incipit of the chapter both +ugonnard-5oche 
and -anssens alread\ noted that substantia in %aur·s edition stands in need of 
correction. Subiecta is not onl\ reTuired b\ the sense of the passage : the variant 
is attested b\ one of the manuscript used b\ %aur (Digb\  siglum D in his 
apparatus) and also supported b\ 2xford %odleian ms. .
)urthermore it is unambiguousl\ supported b\ the $rabic maZŐūʿātiKā62 
(.) -anssens suggests certarum as a potentiall\ better reading than caeterarum 
(contingent on further textual evidence from the manuscript tradition of the De 
divisione). The variant is textuall\ eas\ to Mustif\ in virtue of the similarit\ of the 
two /atin words and supported b\ the $rabic ƤaTīTi\\a with a significant gain 
in sense. The position of the chapter in the De divisione hardl\ reTuires and is 
possibl\ even inconsistent with what caeterarum implies  for what is at staNe 
here is the status of scientific disciplines aiming at certitude i.e. those discussed 
in the first part of the De divisione not of a putative group of other sciences.
(.) -anssens notes that ms. %odleian  reads dicimus instead of %aur·s 
dicam, a variant that would more closel\ correspond to the $rabic naTūlu.
(.) 2ne last point concerns the term unius The $rabic ZāƤid is found in 
%adawƮ·s text which registers its omission in ms. &airo $l-$zhar %eḫƮt  and 
absent in ʿ$fƮfƮ·s text which signals its presence in ms. ,stanbul Damad . 
This fact which in and of itself ma\ be of little importance is one of a number 
of instances showing agreement between the /atin and what looNs liNe a specific 
branch in the transmission of the $rabic (including at least ms. ,stanbul Damad 
 and ms. /eiden *olius ).
2. ‘Scientific’ or ‘Practical’ (yــMN\yNM) ? (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione 
pp. . - .)
رـGنلاب äاـخلأا مـلع صـتخيو هـئاEعأو ناـسنلإا دـسج يـف رـGنلاب بـطلا صـتخي مـث 
ةيلمعلا اـهاوقو ةـقطانلا سـفنلا يـف
62 $s noted b\ both +ugonnard-5oche and -anssens the first reTuired emendation concerns in 
fact the ver\ title of the chapter in /atin : Summa Avicennae de convenientia et differentia subiectorum 
instead of the scientiarum for the $rabic ʿulūm (the emendation is confirmed b\ ms. %odleian  
fol. v  cf. Janssens Le De divisione philosophiae de *undissalinus cit. p. ).
 See Janssens Le De divisione philosophiae de *undissalinus cit. p. .
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« Deinde appropriatur medicinae considerare humanum corpus et eius membra 
ethicae vero appropriatur considerare animam rationalem et eius vires 
scientiales ».
).) ,n discussing the case of medicine and ethics $vicenna points out that 
the latter addresses the human bod\ with regard to the rational soul and its 
practical faculties (TuZātiKā ʿamali\\a). There is little doubt that at least in 
principle the /atin text ought to read practicas instead of scientiales (%aur p. 
.) if it is to be at all a translation of the $rabic ʿ amali\\a +owever given that 
ʿamali\\a is easil\ confused with ʿilmi\\a (cf. /atin scientiales) -anssens argues 
that scientiales should be retained in spite of it being evidentl\ in contradiction 
with the $rabic (p. ) warning against the temptation of h\per-correcting. 
The erroneous reading could easil\ have crept in the text used b\ *undissalinus 
due to a straightforward scribal error in the transmission of the $rabic or as a 
result of the translator·s own misreading. The point deserves to be explicitl\ 
addressed and mentioned b\ a future critical edition of the /atin text.
3. Kinds of ʿ XPɫP (FRPPXQiFatiR) (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione p. .-)
صاــخلل هــمومع هــيف ماــعلا نوــكي نأ اــمإف نمــسقلا نــيذه نــم لولأا مــسقلا اــمأو 
دوــجولماو دــحاولا موــمع لــثم مزاوــللا موــمع وأ ســنلجا موــمع
« 3rimum autem membrum huius divisionis scilicet cum communius communicat 
cum minus communi aut communicat ut genus cum specie aut communicat ut 
communicans sicut est communicatio unius et entis ».
The context of this passage is $vicenna·s distinction between the two senses 
of generalit\ (ʿumūm) that determine the two main sub-t\pes of case >aba] 
(where the subMect of a science is more general than the subMect of the other). 
Either the subMect of the superordinate science stands to the subMect of the 
subordinate science in a wa\ that is identical or analogous to the wa\ in which 
a genus stands to its species (or to an accident of the species) or the subMect of 
the superordinate science stands to the subMect of the subordinate science in the 
wa\ ¶one· and ¶being· stand to ever\ other thing. The latter is a canonical claim 
in $vicenna·s metaph\sics freTuentl\ expressed in terms of a relation between 
something and its implicates (laZāzim) which is not a genus-liNe relation.
The /atin translation is paraphrastic and does not reÁect the idios\ncras\ 
of the $rabic s\ntax. The $rabic text literall\ reads : « The first of these two 
divisions is >such that@ in it either (i) the generalit\ of the >more@ general >viz the 
subMect of the superordinate science@ to the >more@ specific >viz the subMect of 
the subordinate science@ is the generalit\ of the genus or (ii) >it is@ the generalit\ 
of the implicates liNe one and being ».
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(.) The editions of the $rabic text do not have an\thing corresponding 
to the /atin cum specie -anssens notes that the variant ma\ be explained as an 
authorial intervention b\ *undissalinus aimed at clarif\ing the text. ,t is worth 
noting that the addition ma\ also be inspired b\ a closel\ related passage (see 
text ) where $vicenna uses the parallel expression Za-ammā llaŏī ʿumūmuKū fīKi 
ʿumūm al-ǧins li-n-naZʿ.
(.) Communicans as alread\ noted b\ -anssens should in fact be comitantes 
(-anssens) or concomitantes (¶implicate· ¶concomitant·) for the $rabic laZāzim 
(sing. lāzim), a crucial technical term in $vicenna·s metaph\sics and logic which 
indicates a relations of inseparabilit\ t\picall\ distinct from and weaNer than 
the relation of being a constituent (the latter is the t\pe of relation held b\ 
genus and differentia with regard to the species). Thus ¶one· and ¶being· are 
laZāzim of all things without being their constituents. The reading is supported 
b\ witnesses in the /atin transmission of the text not used b\ %aur (cf. -anssens 
p.  : ms Vat. Reg. 1870 reads ut comitans fol. v and ms. %odleian  fol. 
v ut comicans).
(.) Communicatio and cognates are semanticall\ assimilated to commune/
communitas (forʿumūm) and used here in the sense of ¶being general· or ¶being 
common· to distinguish two wa\s in which something ma\ be more general 
than something else : one is the wa\ in which the genus is (more) general (or 
common) with respect to the species the other is the wa\ in which non-generic 
notions (liNe ¶one· and ¶being· which are not genera but implicates (laZāzim)) are 
(more) general (or common) with respect to their subMects64.
4. Pyramids/Solids (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione p. .-)
اـهنأ ىـلع تاـطورخلما يـف رـGنلاك وـهف عوـنلل سـنلجا موـمع هـيف هـمومع يذـلا اـمأو 
رـيداقلما نـم اـهنأ ىـلع تامـسجلماو تامـسجلما نـم
« ,d autem in Tuo est communicatio ut generis ad speciem est sicut speculatio de 
p\ramidibus secundum Tuod sunt de corporeis et de corporeis secundum Tuod 
sunt de mensuris ».
(.) *undissalinus correctl\ translates the $rabic maḫrūɡāt as p\ramidibus. 
The vocabular\ is consistent with $vicenna·s own usage in his treatment of 
Elements ;,. The alternative translation (¶the science of conics·) proposed b\ $. 
64 See n.  above.
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$hmed for parallel occurrences of the term in the 1aǧāt is intriguing but does 
not seem to do Mustice to *undissalinus· insight. The doctrinal point is best 
understood if the subMect of the subordinate science is in fact a genuine species 
of the genus ¶solid·. 2ne ma\ thinN of the science of p\ramids as the collection 
of definitions and demonstrative proofs concerning this particular t\pe of solid 
and as a part of the science of solids (in Must the same wa\ in which the science of 
solids is a part of the science of extended magnitudes or continuous Tuantities 
i.e. of geometr\ tout court). 
5. ‘Being part’ of a science and ‘falling under’ a science (%urKān ,,. p. .-
17 ; De divisione p. .-)
هـملع يـفو مـعلأا ةـلمج نـم صـخلأا لـعجي مـسق نمـسق ىـلع همـسقن مـسقلا اذـهو 
لاو مـعلأا نـم صـخلأا درـفي مـسقو مـعلأا يـف رـGنلا نـم اءgـج هـيف رـGنلا نوـكي ىـتح 
هـتتح اـملع هـلعجي نـكلو مـعلأا يـف رـGنلا نـم اءgـج هـيف رـGنلا لـعجي
« Et hoc membrum dividitur in duo Tuorum unum ponit minus commune 
de universitate communioris et in causa eius ita ut speculatio eius sit pars 
speculationis communioris  alterum vero assolat minus commune a communiore 
et speculationem eius non ponit partem speculationis magis communis sed ponit 
eam scientiam sub eo ».
(.) The passage raises another point worth\ of consideration for a future 
editor of the 'e divisione +ugonnard-5oche alread\ noted that the /atin in 
causa eius does not reÁect the $rabic fī ʿilmiKī and should in fact be replaced b\ 
in scientia eius. The latter is certainl\ reTuired b\ the sense but the Tuestion will 
have to be settled in light of further evidence from the manuscript tradition 
of the /atin text. $ warning against the risN of h\per-correcting analogous the 
one expressed above (see text ) applies here too because of the similarit\ 
in $rabic of fī ʿilmiKī and fī ȾillatiKī. , reproduce here the entire passage for its 
relevance in the econom\ of the chapter as this is where the crucial distinction 
between the notion of ¶being part of· as opposed to that of ¶falling under· a 
science is first introduced.
(.) %adawƮ·s text reads \uTassimuKū for nuTassimuKū.
(.) The /atin translates \ufridu as assolat which in classical /atin is attested 
onl\ in the sense of ¶level to the ground· (i.e. destro\). %aur·s D reads absolvit but 
an innovative understanding of assolare as a calTue of the $rabic in the sense of 
¶isolate· ¶single out· would not seem entirel\ implausible and would constitute a 
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significant gain in sense with respect to absolvere. %e this as it ma\ the meaning 
of the $rabic is that the less general is identified singled out or marNed off with 
respect to the more general in one of several wa\s. &ompare with (.) below.
6. The case of parthood (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione pp. . - .)
ببــسب صــخأ راــص اــ نمإ نوــكي نأ اــ مإ صــخلأا نأ وــ ه ماــسقنلاا اذــ ه يــ ف ببــسلاو 
رـGنلا صـتخي اـف اـعون راـص اـم ةـهج نـم ةـيتاذلا هـضراوع تـبلط مـث ةـيتاذ لوـصف 
لــثم كــلذو اــقلطم هــعيمج لواــنتي لــب لاــح نود لاــحو ءيــش نود هــنم ءيــشب 
ةــسدنهلل تاــطورخلما
« &ausa autem huius membri haec est Tuod minus commune non fit nisi propter 
differentias suae essentialitatis ; et deinde inquiruntur eius accidentia essentialia 
secundum quod per ea fit species unde speculatio eius non appropriatur circa 
unum horum tantum et non aliud necTue secundum unam tantum dispositionem 
et non secundum <aliam sed continet! omnia simul absolute sicut p\ramides ad 
geometriam ».
This tortuous passage provides a Mustification for the subdivision of case 
>abaa@ (the first t\pe of Ⱦumūm exhibiting a genus-liNe relation) into its sub-
cases. :hat matters for our purposes is to note two crucial wa\s in which the 
current /atin text significantl\ betra\s the sense of the $rabic.
(.) & and D in %aur·s apparatus add minus commune to nisi fit full\ in line 
with the $rabic.
(.) The /atin propter differentias suae essentialitatis inaccuratel\ renders 
the $rabic bi-sabab fuɓūl ŏāti\\a ¶in virtue of some essential differentiae·. 
:hile discussing the relation between the more general and the more specific 
$vicenna argues that in one case the more general becomes more specific as 
a result of specif\ing the genus through its essential (dividing) differentiae. 
The misreading is easil\ understandable on account of the similarit\ in $rabic 
between ŏāti\\a and ŏāti\\atiKī where ŏāti\\a is taNen as an abstract noun (cf. 
the /atin essentialitas) rather than as an attribute of fuɓul (in which case one 
would have expected essentiales instead). 2nce again locating at what point of 
the transmission ($rabic or /atin) the error emerged is not possible on purel\ 
philological grounds at this stage and the decision whether to emend or not 
will have to lie with the future editor of the text possibl\ in light of additional 
evidence. +owever it should be noted that the /atin text as it stands is 
doctrinall\ implausible.
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(.) $nother difficult\ is represented b\ the presence of per ea. The addition 
which is not Mustified b\ the $rabic where a counterpart (possibl\ biKā) for the 
expression is nowhere to be found ma\ be read in two wa\s. ,f the ea were to 
refer to eius accidentia essentialia (i.e. the per se accidents of the less general 
subMect) $vicenna would be claiming contrar\ to his standard views that the 
obMect of scientific inTuir\ are per se accidents tKrouJK ZKicK the subMect of the 
more general superordinate science becomes a species (the subMect of the less 
general subordinate science). %ut the point of the passage is that once the subMect 
of the more general science is specified through a differentia and becomes the 
subMect of the less general science (e.g. b\ adding the suitable differentia to the 
genus ¶solid· to \ield the species ¶p\ramid·) then one seeNs the per se accidents 
of the subMect insofar as the latter has become a species (and not insofar as it has 
become a species through them). Thus if per ea reÁects $vicenna·s text (which 
should be corroborated b\ new manuscript evidence) this ma\ onl\ be the case 
if the referent in $rabic is fuɓūl ŏāti\\a The sentence would then read as follows : 
« then one investigates the accidents per se of >the less general subMect@ insofar as 
the latter becomes a species in virtue of >those essential differentiae@ ». The issue 
is relevant for an improved edition of both texts.
(.) The $rabic reads fa-lā \aḫtiɓɓu an-na˂ar bi-ɐa\ʾin minKu dūna ɐa\ʾin Za-
Ƥālin dūna Ƥālin bal \atanāZalu ǧamīʿaKū muɡlaTan i.e. « the investigation of the 
less general is not exclusivel\ proper to one >accident per se@ without another or 
to one state without another but rather covers them all without Tualification ». 
The /atin is not perspicuous. :e ma\ h\pothesize that \atanāZalu was missing 
in the model used b\ *undissalinus and that the current text if correct is 
an attempt to rescue the sense. $lternativel\ we ma\ assume that the error 
arose in the transmission of the /atin translation. That the passage suffered is 
confirmed b\ two variants in %aur·s apparatus (ms. Digb\  : secundum aliam sed 
secundum omnia simul ³ a reading which is ver\ close to the $rabic and raises the 
Tuestion whether Tuod continet (or another verb translating \atanāZalu) might 
have fallen out  and ms. 2xford &orpus &hristi  : et non aliam sed secundum 
aliam simul) as well as b\ ms. %odleian  : et non aliam sed secundum aliam simul 
The above solution is conMectural. 
7. The general case of subordination (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione p. 
126.12-17)
اــفنص هدرــفي لــب اــعون هــلعجي ســيل صــخأ هــب راــص يذــلا ءيــشلا نوــكي نأ اــمإو 
ةـيتاذ ضراوـع يأ [ـحبيل اـفنصو صـخأ هـب راـص اـم ةـهج نـم هـيف رـGنيف ضراـعيو 
هــ تتح اــملع هــ لعجيو مــعلأاب مــ لعلا نــع صــخلأاب مــ لعلا درــفي íاــEيأ اذــهو هــ مgلت
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« $ut cum id Tuod facit rem minus communem non facit eam speciem sed facit 
eam aliquam maneriam cum accidente et tunc consideratur ipsa secundum Tuod 
fit minus communis. 0ateria vero inTuisitionis sunt accidentia eius essentialia et 
comitantia et hoc est etiam quod assolat scientiam minus communem a scientia 
magis communi et ponit eam scientiam sub ea » 
(.) $vicenna argues that the different t\pes of combinations of a general 
subMect and various Ninds of accidents determining the subMect of a subordinate 
science t\picall\ do not \ield genuine natural Ninds but something he refers to b\ 
means of the term ɓinf. The latter occurs twice in the above passage in $rabic but 
is rendered b\ *undissalinus according to the current edition once as maneriam 
(for the classical /atin maneriem) and once as materia (3 reads maneria in this 
second case which might help towards a solution). ,t is liNel\ that the error 
ma\ have resulted from a misunderstanding of the $rabic where the second 
occurrence of ɓinf is paired with aḫaɓɓ (minus communis) instead of becoming 
the subMect of the next sentence (the $rabic reads « thus it is investigated with 
respect to what maNes it less general and a ɓinf in order to seeN the per se 
accidents that necessaril\ follow from it »). 
(.) The second occurrence of ɓinf is tacitl\ omitted in %adawƮ·s text which 
onl\ reads min ǧiKat mā ɓāra biKī aḫaɓɓa without registering variants in the 
pseudo-apparatus.
(.) The /atin cum accidente would be a natural translation of bi-ʿāriŐ which is 
in turn a plausible alternative (not attested b\ the editions) for \uʿāriŐ. This would 
not solve the problemn but the textual option seems worth\ of consideration. 
(.) $n additional problem is raised b\ the third facit, which is a surprising 
translation for the first occurrence of \ufridu. The latter is transalted as assolat 
(onl\ attested in classical /atin in the sense of leveling to the ground) in its 
second occurrence presumabl\ to mean ¶isolate· or ¶single out· which seems a 
plausible if idios\ncratic translation of the $rabic. 
0s. D in %aur·s apparatus has absolvat (and in case 5 absolvit) which ma\ offer an 
alternative but semanticall\ less satisfactor\ solution. &ompare with (.) above.
8. Subordination : case (ii) (%urKān ,,. pp. . - . ; De divisione p. .-)
يـتلا ةـيتاذلا ضراوـعلا يـف رـGنو ادـحاو ايـش بـيرIلا ضراـعلا كـلذ عـم عوـضولما ذـخأ دـقو 
يـف رـGنلا تـتح ةـكرحتلما رـكُلأا يـف رـGنلا لـثم هـب بـيرIلا كـلذ نارـتقا ةـهج نـم هـل ضرـعت 
ةـسدنهلا وأ تامـسجلما
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« et tunc accipitur illud subiectum cum illo accidente extraneo ut unum 
et considerantur accidentia essentialia quae accidunt ei ex accidenti illius 
extraneitatis sicut est speculatio de sphaeris mobilibus quae est sub speculatione 
corporum vel geometriae ». 
The investigation of the moving spheres is subordinated to geometr\ because 
its subMect is a special Nind of geometrical obMect (spheres) Tualified in a certain 
wa\ (as moving). $stronom\ investigates this subMect not in the wa\ geometr\ 
does i.e. as such but rather insofar as a foreign (extrinsic) accident is associated 
with it namel\ motion. Thus astronom\ cannot be part of geometr\ because 
its subMect are not spheres without Tualification (the stud\ of spheres Must liNe 
the stud\ of p\ramids would indeed be a part of geometr\) but rather spheres 
insofar as the\ are moving.
(.) The /atin text does not reÁect properl\ the clear sense conve\ed b\ the 
$rabic which reads « insofar as that foreign >accident@ is connected to it >viz. to 
the subMect of the subordinate science@ » (min ǧiKat iTtirāni ŏāliNa l-Ƒarībī biKī. 
There is no clear counterpart to ǧiKa and iTtirān and Ƒarīb is rendered b\ the 
abstract term extraneitatis.
,n the rest of the chapter *undissalinus usuall\ translates iTtarana and 
derivatives with the /atin adiungere and derivatives (eleven occurrences in 
total)65. :hile the absence of parte does not entail an accidental omission (min 
ǧiKa is often translated b\ ex onl\ ³ for instance in the De anima of the $vicenna 
latinus) an abbreviated form of the correct term adiunctionis ma\ have been 
mistaNenl\ read b\ a cop\ist as accidentis, which would be lectio facilior ,f such an 
error occurred it must have been at an earl\ stage in the transmission as there 
seems to be no significant variant for this passage in the manuscript tradition.
(.) The /atin Tuae est before sub ma\ simpl\ be seen as a grammatical wa\ 
to render the more elliptic structure of the $rabic passage and to connect al-
mutaƤarriNa with taƤta. The latter are separated b\ fa-innaKū in %adawƮ·s edition 
which reports the omission as a variant in ms. &airo $l-$zhar %eḫƮt . ʿ$fƮfƮ·s 
text omits the lemma but reports it as variant in ms. ,stanbul Damad . The 
reading is also attested in ms. /eiden *olius . +owever the variant would most 
liNel\ have been rendered in /atin b\ enim and it is reasonable to assume that 
the translator was looNing at a text that did not have it.
65 At De divisione p. . iTtirān is rendered as coniunctio, but for the purposes of our 
passage the confusion between adiunctio and accidens is slightl\ more liNel\ than that 
between coniunctio and accidens (the latter cannot be ruled out altogether due to the standard 
abbreviation for con-).
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9. Subordination : cases (i)-(iii) (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione p. .-)
نـم وـه فوـصولما ضراـعلا هـب نورـقلما ءيـشلا نأ يـف كرتـشت ةـثاثلا ماـسقلأا هذـهو 
هــيلع ىــلعلأا عوــضوم لــمحيف نــملعلا نــم ىــلعلأا مــلعلل عوــضولما ةــعيبط ةــلمج
« +i autem tres modi conveniunt in hoc Tuod id quod adiungitur ei scilicet 
accidens praedictum est de universitate naturae subiecti superioris duarum 
scientiarum unum et subiectum superioris praedicatur de eo ». 
(.) The $rabic text reads aɐ-ɐa\ʾ al-maTrūn biKī al-ʿāriŐ al-maZɓūf i.e. « what the 
described accident is connected to » which uneTuivocall\ ³ and correctl\ ³ refers 
to the subMect (that the accident Tualifies). The introduction of scilicet in the /atin 
produces an ambiguous effect as it seems to suggest that the roles of the subMect 
and the accident ma\ be inverted if accidens predictum is not Must the grammatical 
subMect of adiungitur but stands for the whole expression id Tuod adiunJitur ei.
(.) The presence of unum is also problematic and has no correspondence in 
the $rabic. ,t ma\ result from a misreading or from a repetition of the final –um 
of scientiarum or be due to the supposition of a cop\ist that since two sciences are 
mentioned the additional Tualfiication ¶one· is reTuired or at least appropriate. 
10. Subordination : case (iv) (%urKān ,,. p. .- - ; De divisione p. 
.- -)
اـنمإو ]…[ اـهتاذ ةـهج نـم لا اـهب بـيرIلا كـلذ نرـتقا اـم ةـهج نـم اـهقحاول بـلطتف 
عوـضوم ضراوـع يـف رـGن اـهتاذ ةـهج نـم ةـمIنلا يـف رـGنلا نلأ اـهتاذ ةـهج نـم لا اـنلق 
هـتتح مـلع لا يـعيبطلا مـلعلا نـم ءgـج كـلذو هـعاونأ ضراوـع ضراوـع وأ مـعلأا مـلعلا
« Unde inquiruntur consequentia eorum secundum quod adiungitur eis illud 
extraneum <non quantum in se> >«@ Nec dicimus hoc “<non> quantum in se” 
<nisi> quoniam consideratio neumatis quantum in se est consideratio accidentium 
subiecti scientiae communioris vel accidentium accidentibus suarum specierum 
et haec est pars scientiae naturalis non scientia sub ea ».
The text of this passage presents interesting difficulties and is one of the 
most significant cases in the whole chapter where the /atin is either in need 
of emendation or at least worth\ of being Áagged for the future editor. The 
context of the discussion is $vicenna·s anal\sis of the relation between music 
arithmetic and ph\sics. 0usic is subordinated to arithmetic in virtue of the 
fourth and weaNest Nind of subordination identified above whereb\ the subMect 
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of a subordinate science A is a species of the subMect of another science % 
Tualified b\ an accident which is studied b\ science C, which is superordinate 
to $. $vicenna is Neen to point out explicitl\ that the subordinate science A 
investigates its subMect ¶not as such· but rather insofar as it is Tualified b\ that 
accident otherwise A would be part of % rather than being subordinated to C. A 
critical step of the argument is lost in the /atin translation66.
(.) The first occurrence of lā min ǧiKat ŏātiKā which is crucial to the sense 
of the whole passage is missing in the /atin text (, have supplied it between 
angled bracNets). ,f the omission were due to homoioteleuton the onl\ option 
would be from min ǧiKa to min ǧiKa which however cannot explain the actual 
omission in the /atin. $t best one ma\ suppose an accidental omission in the 
$rabic or in the /atin. $nother possibilit\ is a conscious omission on behalf of 
the translator who might have regarded the occurrence of lā min ǧiKat ŏātiKā 
right after al-Ƒarīb biKā as redundant because it expresses the same thought in 
different terms (¶foreign· ¶not as such·). :hatever the origin of the error the 
text has to be amended for the passage to maNe sense as a whole.
(.) The rest of the $rabic text reads Za-innamā Tulnā lā min ǧiKat ŏātiKā 
li-anna « we said ¶not as such· Must because » seems to reTuire two further 
emendations namel\ (i) the addition of non before Tuantum in se to match 
the expression in the previous sentence which is now being Tuoted rather 
than used67 and (ii) of nisi before Tuoniam which completes the construction 
nec dicimus « nisi Tuoniam as the correct literal translation of Za-innamā Tulnā 
« li-anna. $s a result the /atin would read nec dicimus ´non Tuantum in seµ nisi 
Tuoniam which would be a perfectl\ admissible translation for the $rabic Za-
innamā Tulnā lā min ǧiKat ŏātiKā li-anna (the use of non … nisi for the $rabic innamā 
66 $vicenna goes on to note that case (iv) differs from case (ii) in the following wa\. ,n both 
cases the subMect of the subordinate science is the subMect of the superordinate science Tualified b\ 
a foreign accident. $ssuming that Į is the more general subMect Tualified b\ an extrinsic accident 
Ȗ in order to become the more specific subMect ȕ case (ii) obtains when the relation that matters is 
the one between Į and ȕ irrespective of Ȗ (Ȗ onl\ matters because it is the reason wh\ the science 
of ȕ is not a part of the science of Į but rather onl\ subordinate to it)  case (iv) obtains when the 
relation that matters is the one between ȕ and Ȗ. Thus the science of astronom\ (whose subMect 
are the moving spheres) falls under (a part of) geometr\ (dealing with spheres) and not ph\sics 
(motion) while music (notes i.e. sounds with respect to numerical ratios) falls under arithmetic 
(numerical ratios) and not ph\sics (sounds). ,n (ii) what matters is the relation between subMects 
in common in (iv) the relation between the accident that Tualifies the subMect of the subordinate 
science and the subMect of another science.
67 ,t is also possible that confusion between non and hoc due to their standard abbreviations ma\ have 
resulted in the transmission of the /atin translation which could partiall\ explain the omission of nisi 
The h\pothesis should be verified against the manuscript tradition of the /atin text b\ the future editor.
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is canonical for *undissalinus). The Tuestion remains whether the text above 
reÁects *undissalinus· struggle with a corrupt model or a series of errors in the 
transmission of his /atin translation. 
11. First Philosophy : a modal inaccuracy (Ôwــ as non oportet) (%urKān ,,. 
p. .- ; De divisione p. .-) 
مــلع تــتح اــمهيف رــظانلا مــ لعلا نوــكي نأ زوــجي اــ ف اــمهنم مــعأ عوــضوم لا هــ نلأو 
عــيملج أدــبم وــه لــ ب kــعب نود تادوــجولما kــعب دوــجول أدــبم ســيل اــم نلأو رــخآ 
زوـجي لاو ةـيئgلجا موـلعلا نـم مـلع يـف هـيف رـGنلا نوـكي نأ زوـجي اـف لوـلعلما دوـجولما 
يــئgج مــلعل اــعوضوم هــسفنب نوــكي نأ
« Et Tuia nullum subiectum est communius eis tunc non oportet ut scientia quae 
tractat de eis sit sub alia scientia. Et Tuia id Tuod non est principium unius entium 
absTue alio immo est principium omnis Tuod est causatum ideo non oportet ut 
speculatio de eo sit in aliTua scientiarum particularium nec oportet ut per se sit 
subiectum alicuius scientiae particularis ».
The passage is part of the digression on metaph\sics where $vicenna establishes 
the necessit\ of a science more general than all other sciences that the principles 
of the latter are proven with certaint\ in the former and the conditional character 
of the principles of all subordinate sciences (on which see text ).
(.) The translation fails to capture the correct modal nature of the claim 
being made b\ $vicenna whose point is much stronger than what is conve\ed 
b\ the /atin : it is impossible (lā \aǧūzu) rather than merel\ not necessar\ 
(non oportet) (i) for first philosoph\ to fall under another science (ii) for the 
investigation of the principles of ever\thing caused to be the prerogative of an\ 
particular science (mathematics logic ph\sics and their subdivisions) and (iii) 
for the subMect of first philosoph\ to be the subMect of an\ particular science. ,t 
is perhaps worth mentioning that the same translation is present in $vicenna 
latinus De anima ,-,,, p. . (but onl\ on one single occasion)68.
12. Scientific statements in sciences other than first philosophy are 
conditionals (%urKān p. .- ; De divisione pp. . - .) 
نأك نوــكي كــ لذلف مــ لعلا اذــ ه يــ ف حــصت موــ لعلا رئاــس Èداــ بم نوــكت نأ بــ يجيف 
ةدوـجوم ةرـئادلا تـناك نإ هـنإ اـثم  ةـلصتم ةيطرـش اـياEق ىـلع نـهربت موـلعلا عـيمج 
68 , owe the reference to one of the anon\mous referees.
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نـبي ىـلولأا ةفـسلفلا ىـلإ رـيص اذإـف دوـجوم يـنافلا [ـلثلما وأ اذـك يـنافلا [ـلثلماف 
هوـلتي اـم نأ ناـهرب مـتي ذـنيحف دوـجوم اـثم ةرـئادلاك أدـبلما نأ نـهربيف مدـقلما دوـجو 
يطرـش رـيغ ىـلع نـهربي مـل ةـيئgلجا نـم مـلع سـيل نأكـف دوـجوم
« 2portet igitur principia ceterarum scientiarum certificentur in hac scientia. +oc 
autem sic erit Tuasi omnes scientiae probentur argumentationibus h\potheticis 
coniunctis verbi gratia : si circulus est talis vel talis triangulus est. Cum autem 
pervenerimus ad philosophiam primam tunc manifestabitur esse antecedentis 
>for antecedens in %aur  supported b\ '3@ cum probabitur Tuod principium scilicet 
circulus habet esse  et tunc complebitur probatio conseTuentis Tuod habet esse 
et ita quia nulla scientiarum particularium probetur sine h\pothetica ».
The context of this passage is again the discussion of metaph\sics at the 
end of the first part of the chapter. :hat is at staNe here is the status of the 
principles of all sciences other than metaph\sics which according to $vicenna 
are ultimatel\ established i.e. demonstrativel\ proven in that superordinate 
science. This dependence determines their logical form as conditionals.
(.) The use of the passive probentur in conMunction with argumentationibus 
K\potKeticis coniunctis does not reÁect the $rabic. 2n $vicenna·s model the 
scientific statements proven in the other sciences acTuire a h\pothetical status 
i.e. the\ are construed as claims that have an antecedent (proven in metaph\sics) 
and a conseTuent. :hat the particular sciences do is to prove those conditional 
statements. Thus the phrase ʿ alj TaŐā\ā ɐarɡi\\a muttaɓila (/at. argumentationibus 
K\potKeticis coniunctis) ¶h\pothetical conditional propositions· expresses the 
obMect of proofs in the particular sciences not something b\ means of which the 
content of the latter is putativel\ established. The confusion is liNel\ due to a 
failure to recognize that ʿalà introduces the obMect of barhana. 
(.) The passage fa-l-muɠallaɠu l-fulānī Naŏā aZ al-muɠallaɠu l-fulānī maZǧūd 
expresses the distinction between two Ninds of scientific statements depending on 
whether the proof establishes a predicative claim (¶such-and-such a triangle is so·) 
or an existential claim (¶such-and-such a triangle exists·) in line with $vicenna·s 
account the two fundamental t\pes of scientific if-Tuestions69. The distinction 
is lost in the /atin most liNel\ due to an omission b\ (Tuasi-)homoioteleuton. It is 
hard to identif\ the stage at which the error ma\ have emerged but the sense of 
69 See r. stroBIno :Kat If 7Kat (Is :K\ " Avicenna’s 7a[onomom\ of 6cientific InTuiries in a. 
alWIsHaH, J. Hayes eds. Aristotle and the Arabic Tradition &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge 
 pp. -.
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the /atin is at best incomplete as it merel\ captures the existential component 
of the disMunctive claim put forward in $rabic. $ conMectural solution ma\ be talis 
<triangulus est talis (or   Kuiusmodi! vel talis trianJulus est 
(.) The $rabic la\sa ʿilm min al-ǧuzʾi\\a >lam@ \atabarKan ʿalj Ƒa\r ɐarɡī 
indicates that no particular science proves an\thing other than h\pothetical 
(conditional) statements where (i) ʿalà introduces once again the obMect of 
barhana and (ii) either lam (most liNel\ for s\ntactic reasons) or Ƒa\r is omitted. 
%\ contrast the /atin text seems to suggest that the particular sciences are 
proven onl\ through conditionals. ʿ$fƮfƮ registers as a variant from ms. ,stanbul 
Damad 824 fa-Na-anna ʿilman min al-ǧuzʾi\\a lam \ubarKan ʿalj Ƒa\r aɐ-ɐarɡī which 
omits la\sa at the beginning of the sentence and conve\s a much weaNer meaning.
13. Difference between first philosophy, dialectic and sophistics with respect 
to their subjects (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione p. .-) 
دوــجوملل ةــ يتاذلا ضراوــ علا يــ ف رــ Gنت اــ نمإ ىــ لولأا ةفــسلفلا نــ ف عوــضولما يــ ف اــ مأ 
موـلعلا نـم مـلع مـلع تاـعوضولم ةـيتاذلا ضراوـعلا يـف رـGنت لاو اـمهئدابمو دـحاولاو 
رــيغ وأ اــ يتاذ ناك عوــضوم لك ضراوــع يــف نارــGني ةيئاطــسفوسلاو لدــلجاو ةــيئgلجا 
دوــجولماو دــحاولا ضراوــع ىــلع اــمهنم دــحاو لاو رــصتقي لاو يــتاذ
« ,n subiecto eo Tuod philosophia prima non considerat nisi accidentia essentialia 
entis et unius et principia eorum et non considerat accidentia essentialia> 
subiectis uniuscuiusTue scientiarum particularium. Topica vero et sophistica 
speculantur accidentia cuiusTue subiecti sive sint essentialia sive non sint 
essentialia. Unde nulla earum intendit de accidentibus unius vel entis ».
$fter introducing the necessit\ of first philosoph\ as a science more general 
than all other sciences in which the principles of the latter are Mustified $vicenna 
addresses the Tuestion of how this discipline differs from two other putative 
candidates for the same role namel\ dialectic and sophistics. +e argues that 
the\ differ with respect to subMects principles and goals. 
(.) ,n connection with the first parameter the above passage is perfectl\ 
consistent with $vicenna·s views on what metaph\sics as a science investigates 
while the /atin translation maNes a doctrinall\ unacceptable point due to a 
textual error. ,n the text of %aur·s edition nothing corresponds to the crucial 
clause li-l-maZǧūd Za-l-ZāƤid Za-mabādiʾiKimā Za-lā tan˂uru fī The passage is 
also discussed b\ -anssens who rightl\ maintains that the text as it stands in 
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/atin does not maNe sense and that the $rabic attested without variant in the 
two editions should be used as a basis for an indispensable emendation in spite 
of this being a straightforward instance of homoioteleuton which could have 
originated at an\ stage of the transmission of the $rabic text itself. ,t is hard 
to believe that *undissalinus would have failed to notice the inconsistenc\ in 
his model and to correct it. $nd if the error originated in the transmission of 
the /atin translation the emendation would be even more Mustified to save the 
sense of the entire passage. )or if the /atin in its current form were correct 
$vicenna would be maNing the utterl\ un-$vicennan claim that first philosoph\ 
onl\ investigates the per se accidents of each particular science. %ut the per se 
accidents of the particular sciences are obviousl\ the obMect of the particular 
sciences themselves not of first philosoph\ which investigates b\ contrast 
¶being· and ¶one· and does not b\ $vicenna·s explicit admission investigate (lā 
tan˂uru fī) the per se accidents of the particular sciences.
(.) The /atin intendit has no variant in %aur and the reading is confirmed 
in ms. %odleian . ,t should be noted however that this is liNel\ a misreading 
of the $rabic lā \aTtaɓiru as lā \aTtaɓidu (« neither dialectic nor sophistics is 
restricted to >the investigation of@ the accidents of ¶one· and ¶being· » : $vicenna 
is arguing that these two disciplines have somehow a larger scope of application 
than metaph\sics). The discrepanc\ should be registered in a future edition of 
the /atin text even in the absence of an emendation which would constitute 
a gain in sense but is hard to Mustif\ on purel\ philological grounds without 
independent evidence from the manuscript tradition of the De divisione. 
14. Difference between first philosophy, dialectic and sophistics with respect 
to their principles (%urKān ,,. p 166.7-9 ; De divisione p. .-) 
تاـمدقلما نـم اـهئدابم ذـخأت اـنمإ ىـلولأا ةفـسلفلا نلأ أدـبلما ةـهج نـم اـمهقرافت دـقو 
ةـقيقلحا يـف ةروهـشلما ةـعئاذلا تاـمدقلما نـم هÆدـبمف لدـلجا اـمأو ةـينيقيلا ةـيناهربلا 
نأ رــيغ نــم ةــينيقيلا وأ ةــعئاذلاب ةهبــشلما تاــمدقلما نــم هÆدــبمف ةيئاطــسفوسلا اــمأو 
ةـقيقلحا يـف كـلذك نوـكت
« Differt autem ab eis secundum principium eo Tuod philosophia prima sumit sua 
principia ex propositionibus demonstrativis veris  topicae vero principia sunt 
propositiones probabiles vel vere vel non acceptae secundum Tuod sunt vere 
certae >%aur : certe] ».
The discussion of the previous passage continues here with regard to the 
principles. 0etaph\sics dialectic and sophistics differ in that respect because 
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the first taNes as principles onl\ premises that are certain while the other two 
use at most reputable premises (dialectic) or even premises that Must resemble 
reputable or certain premises (sophistics).
(.) The $rabic has al-muTaddamāt aŏ-ŏāʾiʿa al-maɐKūra fī l-ƤaTīTati Za-ammā as-
sūfisɡāʾi\\a fa-mabdaʾuKū min al-muTaddamāt al-muɐabbiKa bi-ŏ-ŏāʾiʿa aZ al-\aTīni\\a 
min Ƒa\r an taNūna Na-ŏāliNa fī l-ƤaTīTati which is an altogether different (and more 
perspicuous) text according to which « the principles of dialectic reall\ are widespread 
reputable premises while the principles of sophistics are premises that resemble 
widespread reputable or certain >premises@ without reall\ being so ». The /atin 
translation seems to be based on a different and less perspicuous $rabic text which 
had most liNel\ alread\ suffered from cumulative mistaNes in the transmission. 
(.) The first occurrence of \aTīni\\a is rendered in the /atin b\ veris.
(.) $ possible solution is that an omission (Tuasi-homoioteleuton : vere « 
veris) ma\ have occurred during the transmission of the /atin translation. ,n this 
case the passage would have been as follows in the original : (topicae vero) principia 
sunt propositiones probabiles vere >the /atin following the word order of the $rabic ; 
with probabiles as a single translation for both $rabic terms aŏ-ŏāʾiʿa al-maɐKūra] 
sed sophisticae principia sunt propositiones similes (propositioninbus) probabilibus vel 
veris, sed non >with %aur·s &@ secundum Tuod sunt verae >reading verae according to 
the classical /atin spelling as a reformulation of Na-ŏāliNa)] certe70.
15. Difference between first philosophy, dialectic and sophistics with respect 
to their goals (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione pp. .-.) 
نــقيلا قــلحا ةــ باصإ ىــ لولأا ةفــسلفلا يــ ف ةــ ياIلا نلأ ةــ ياIلا ةــهج نــم اــمهقرافت دــ قو 
اـجردت روهـشلما يـفنلاو تاـبثلإا يـف ضاـيترلاا لدـلجا ةـياغو ناـسنلإا رودـقم بـسحب 
ناك اـ2ر لدـعلا كـلذو لدـعلاب ةـبلIلا اـهتياغ تـناك اـ2رو ةـنيدملل اـعفنو ناـهربلا ىـلإ 
ماgـللإا نوـكي نأـف ةـلماعلما بـسحب يذـلا و عـفنلا بـسحب ناك اـ2رو ةـلماعلما بـسحب 
اـ2رف عـفنلا بـسحب يذـلا اـمأو اـباوص لاو اـقح مزاـلا نـكي مـل نإو ملـستي اـمم اـبجاو 
دوـملمحا باوـصلاب ناك اـ2رو قـلحاب ناك
« Differt vero ab eis secundum finem eo Tuod finis philosophiae primae est acTuisitio 
veritatis certae secundum possibilitatem hominis  finis vero topicae est exercitium 
70 , owe the suggestion to one of the anon\mous referees.
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ponendi vel removendi maximas ut gradatim perveniatur ad demonstrationem et 
utilitatem civitatis. $liTuando vero finis eius est victoria in iure Tuod ius potest 
esse  « ! secundum Tuod conveniunt ut consecutio sit necessaria secundum 
Tuod conceditur Tuamvis conseTuentia non sit vera nec recta. 4uod autem est ad 
utilitatem civitatis aliTuando verum aliTuando rectum laudabile ».
The third wa\ in which metaph\sics differs from dialectic and sophistics is 
with regard to their respective goals.
(15.1) ʿ$fƮfƮ·s edition omits Ƒā\a possibl\ as a result of a mere material error. 
The term is in %adawƮ·s edition and attested b\ the /atin finem
(.) The $rabic in the central part of the passage reads Za-rubbamā Nāna bi-
Ƥasab al-muʿāmala Za-rubbamā Nāna bi-Ƥasab al-naf ʿ Za-llaŏī bi-Ƥasab al-muʿāmala 
fa-an \aNūna l-ilzām Zāǧiban mimmā \atasallamu Za-in lam \aNun al-lāzim ƤaTTan 
Za-lā ɓaZāban The underlined text is missing from the /atin translation. The 
homoioteleuton ma\ have easil\ been in the model used b\ the translator even 
though it is worth noting that the passage also shows signs of weaNness in the 
transmission of the /atin text (there is an additional omission b\ homoioteleuton 
in %aur·s ms. 3aris %1) /at.  of conveniunt « secundum Tuod while ms. 
%odleian  misses the entire section from the first secundum Tuod to laudabile).
(.) The /atin has civitatis in addition to the occurrence of utilitatem at the 
end of the passage. The term is absent from the $rabic but this ma\ well be an 
authorial intervention b\ *undissalinus to Tualif\ the term utilitas in line with 
its first occurrence shortl\ before (the counterpart of the second occurrence of 
naf ʿ is absent in /atin as it would have occurred in the missing text).
16. Difference between sciences that agree in subject : case [ba] (%urKān ,,. 
p. .- ; De divisione p. .-) 
نأ اـمإ هـنإف نـهجو ىـلع نوـكي دـحاو عوـضوم يـف ةـقفتلما موـلعلا فاـتخا نأ مـلعاو 
ةـهج نـم عوـضولما يـف رـخ¡او äاـطلإا ىـلع عوـضولما يـف رـGني نـملعلا دـحأ نوـكي 
رGني دـقو äاـطلإا ىـلع يـعيبطلا مـلعلا نـم ءgـج هـيف رـGني دـق ناـسنلإا نأ اـم لـثم اـم 
هـيف رـGني اـنمإ لـب äاـطلإا ىـلع لا نـكلو يـعيبطلا مـلعلا تـتح مـلع وـهو بـطلا هـيف 
ضرـيمو حـصي هـنأ ةـهج نـم
« Scias autem Tuod diversitas scientiarum convenientium in uno subiecto 
est duobus modis. $ut enim una duarum scientiarum speculatur subiectum 
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absolute et alia speculatur subiectum! secundum aliTuem modum verbi gratia 
una enim pars scientiae naturalis tractat de homine absolute et medicina Tuae 
est sub scientia naturali tractat de eo sed non absolute ; tractat enim de homine 
secundum Tuod infirmatur et sanatur ».
The passage is part of $vicenna·s discussion of the wa\s in which two sciences 
that share the same subMect ma\ be distinct. The first wa\ is when one science 
investigates the subMect without Tualification and the other in one respect liNe 
the case of medicine and the part of ph\sics that deals with the human bod\ and 
its vegetative and sensitive faculties.
(.) The /atin translation is incomplete due to an omission b\ homoioteleuton 
of the counterpart of the $rabic ʿalj l-iɡlāT Za-l-āḫar fī l-maZŐūʿ after the first 
occurrence of fī l-maZŐūʿ (subiectum) most liNel\ linNed with the transmission 
of the /atin translation (subiectum « subiectum). The emendation is reTuired b\ 
the sense. ,n spite of the impossibilit\ of establishing at which stage the error 
originated the missing text needs to be supplemented in order to rescue the 
intelligibilit\ of the /atin. ,n the absence of an\ intervention the current text 
would fail to account for one of the two cases under consideration which would 
be counterintuitive given that the distinction between two cases is introduced in 
the immediatel\ preceding passage and illustrated in the subseTuent sentence 
b\ an example involving two sciences (not Must one) one of which investigates 
the subMect without Tualification and the other in some respect.
)urthermore the conMecture is supported b\ ms. %odleian  which reads 
in una (in agreement with %aur·s ms. &) duarum scientiarum speculatur subiectum 
absolute et alia speculatur subiectum alio modo
17. Difference in sciences that agree in subject : case [bb] (%urKān ,,. pp. 
166.19 - 167.10 ; De divisione pp. . - .)
رــGني يــ تلا ةــ هلجا نود ةــ هج نــ م هــ يف رــ Gني نــملعلا نــ م دــحاو لك نوــكي نأ اــ مإو 
اـعيمج يـعيبطلاو مـجنلما هـيف رـGني كـلفلا مرـج وأ مـلاعلا مـسج نأ لـثم اـهيف رـخ¡ا 
أدـبم هـل نأ وـه طرـشلا كـلذو طرـشب يـعيبطلا مـلعلل عوـضوم وـه لكـلا مـسج نـكلو 
اـمهنأو اـمك هـل نأ طرـشلا كـلذو  طرـشب مـجنلما هـيف رـGنيو تاذـلاب نوكـسو ةـكرح 
نــم هرــGن لــعجي اذــهف مــسلجا >for كــلف]  كــلذ ةــيِرُك نــع [ــحبلا يــف اكرتــشا ناو 
وذ وــه اــم ةــهج نــم هرــGن لــعجي كــلذو مــكلا قــحلت لاوــحأ هــ لو مــك وــه اــم ةــهج 
هــ تيه نوــكت نأ زوــجي لاو هــ تيه Ďــلع هنوكــسو هــ تكرح أدــ بم يــه ةطيــسب ةــعيبط 
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هــئاgجأ يــف ةــفلتخم ةــيه ةلاحتــسلااو داــسفلل لــباقلما نوكــسلا اــهيلع نكــسي يــتلا 
ةداــ م يــ ف ةدــحاولا ةوــ قلا نلأ ةــ يواز هــEعب يــ ف نوــكت لاو ةــ يواز هــEعب يــ ف نوــكتف 
اذـك هرـظانم نلأ ىرـك كـلفلا نإ لوـقيف Õدـنهلما اـمأو ةهباـشتم ةروـص لـعفت ةدـحاو 
ىوــقلا ةــهج نــم رــGني اــنمإ يــعيبطلا نوــكيف اذــك بــجوت هــيلإ ةــجرالخا طوــطلخاو 
نلأ اـقفتي نأ لئاـسلما kـعب يـف قـفتيف هـل يذـلا مـكلا ةـهج نـم Õدـنهلماو هـيف يـتلا 
ناــفلتخي رــثكلأا يــفو دــحاو عوــضولما
« Aut unaquaeque scientiarum tractat de eo uno modo et alia alio modo 
Tuemadmodum corpus mundi vel corpus caeli considerant astrologus et naturalis 
uterque. Sed corpus Tuod est corpus universi est subiectum scientiae naturalis 
cum conditione scilicet secundum Tuod est principium motus ei et Tuietis 
essentialiter et est subiectum scientiae astrologicae cum conditione scilicet 
secundum Tuod habet Tuantitatem. Et hae duae scientiae Tuamvis conveniant in 
inquisitione specialitatis huius corporis tamen haec speculatur illud secundum 
Tuod habens Tuantitatem et dispositiones quae sequuntur quantitatem ; illa 
vero speculatur illud secundum Tuod est habens naturam simplicem Tuae est 
principium sui motus et suae Tuietis secundum dispositionem eius. 1on potest 
autem esse dispositio rei ut perveniat in permanentia opposita corruptioni et 
alterationi et habent diversitatem in suis partibus ita ut in aliTua parte eius sit 
angulus. 8na enim virtus non facit in una materia nisi actionem et dispositionem 
consimilem. *eometria autem dicit Tuod caelum sphaericum est. $spectus enim 
eius sunt tales et lineae Tuae perveniunt ad ipsum faciunt debere esse tale Tuid. 
Igitur naturalis considerat caelum secundum vires Tuae sunt in illo ; geometria 
vero considerat illud secundum Tuantitatem Tuae est illi. &ontingit ergo Tuod 
in aliTua Tuaestionum conveniant eo Tuod subiectum eorum unum est et in 
plerisTue differtur ».
The passage deals with the second wa\ in which two sciences that share one 
and the same subMect ma\ be distinct which is when the\ both investigate the 
subMect under different respects. To illustrate the distinction $vicenna advocates 
the relation between astronom\ and ph\sics. :hile articulating the context of 
the distinction he reasserts the subordination of astronom\ to geometr\ (not 
to ph\sics) in spite of the fact that the obMect of investigation both for the part 
of ph\sics that deals with the structure of the universe (corresponding to the 
De caelo) and for astronom\ (as a mathematical science) is the spKericit\ of the 
universe. The two sciences investigate the latter in different wa\s one with 
respect to ph\sical properties the other with respect to geometrical relations.
, reproduce the text of >bb@ in its entiret\. The numerous variant it contains 
are best understood in the context of the whole passage.
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(.) ,n the /atin translation we encounter corpus Tuod est before corpus 
universi a variant which does not seem to be attested in $rabic but ma\ also be 
explained as a st\listic choice on *undissalinus· part to add emphasis.
(.) The /atin et est subiectum scientiae astrologicae cum conditione does not 
correspond to the $rabic of ʿ$fƮfƮ·s edition (the text reproduced above) which 
reads Za-\an˂uru fīKi l-munaǧǧim bi-ɐarɡ (« and the astronomer investigates it 
under a condition ») but rather to the text of %adawƮ·s edition : Za-maZŐūʿ al-
ʿilm al-munaǧǧimī bi-ɐarɡ (« and the subMect of the astronomical science >is@ under 
a condition »). The (different) $rabic text is printed in both editions without 
variant. ʿ$fƮfƮ·s reading is confirmed b\ ms. 2xford %odleian 3ococNe  mss. 
/eiden *olius  and *olius  ms. ,stanbul Damad  and ms. &airo %eḫƮt . , 
have been unable to locate the origin of %adawƮ·s reading which ma\ presumabl\ 
derive from one of the additional three manuscripts he used for his edition 
namel\ ms. 3aris %1) $r.  (siglum ɜ) $r.  (siglum %) or ms. &airo Dör 
al-Nutub  (siglum Q). 
(.) The phrase specialitatis huius corporis prompts two distinct sets of 
considerations. )irst it raises a Áag for the presence of the demonstrative huius. 
The /atin text helps for the identification of an evident mistaNe on which the 
two $rabic editions curiousl\ converge. $ cursor\ glance at the manuscript 
tradition of the $rabic would immediatel\ show that falaN al-ǧism must be 
emended. The correct reading is uncontroversiall\ ŏāliNa l-ǧism the obMect 
of both sciences being « >the sphericit\@ of that bod\ » i.e. of the bod\ of the 
universe. %oth $rabic editions of the text print falaN when manuscripts on which 
the\ are based uneTuivocall\ have ŏāliNa. :hat is more the\ do so without even 
signaling ŏāliNa as a variant in their pseudo-apparatus. The error ma\ be eas\ to 
explain in and of itself due to the similarit\ of ذ and ف but it remains unclear 
how the two editors could possibl\ have chosen to ignore the presence of ŏāliNa 
in the witnesses on which the editions are based leaving aside the fact that it is 
clearl\ reTuired b\ the sense71.
Secondl\ in the same phrase the /atin specialitas does not maNe sense in 
the context and needs to be emended. The error cannot have originated in the 
transmission of the $rabic because the words are different (Nuri\\a versus the 
putative naZʿi\\a) and there seems to be no other straightforward philological 
71 )or instance ms. &airo $l-$zhar %eḫƮt  which pla\s a prominent role for the establishment 
of the text in both editions. %ut cf. also mss. /eiden *olius  and *olius  (allegedl\ used b\ 
%adawƮ) ms. /ondon %ritish /ibrar\ 2r.  (ʿ$fƮfƮ) and ms. %odleian 3ococNe  (with the 
variant Kāŏā ; the manuscript is not used b\ either edition).
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reason to Mustif\ something that would correspond to specialitas )urthermore 
the term cannot be an innovation introduced b\ the translator as it is hard 
to imagine *undissalinus replacing sphericitas with specialitas when the whole 
passage is about the fact that the universe has a spherical shape and this 
is what the two sciences have in common. The error must therefore have 
occurred at some point in the transmission of the /atin translation which is not 
unfathomable in light of the fact that an abbreviated form for the spelling sp>K@
ericitas ma\ have been easil\ misread b\ a cop\ist as specialitas This fact along 
with the sense of the argument seems to Mustif\ be\ond reasonable doubt the 
necessit\ of an intervention in favor of sphericitatis huius corporis (while at the 
same time restoring the correct text Nuri\\at ŏāliNa l-ǧism in the $rabic).
(.) The use of dispositio for both Ƥāl (pl. aƤZāl) and Ka\ʾa is noteworth\. 
*undissalinus· effort to maintain lexical consistenc\ in the case of Ka\ʾa 
(dispositio was used earlier for this term in the chapter in the correct sense of 
¶disposition· or ¶state·) happens here to betra\ the sense of the passage and to 
undermine the strength of $vicenna·s point. This becomes clear in connection 
with the $rabic use of ʿalj Ka\ʾatiKī which in this context means ¶according to 
its shape· (contrar\ to the /atin secundum dispositionem eius). 3h\sics investigates 
the bod\ of the universe in connection with the principle of its (circular) motion 
and with respect to its sphericit\ while astronom\ (as a science subordinated to 
geometr\) investigates the bod\ of the universe as a purel\ geometrical obMect 
with respect to its ¶Tuantitative· features.
(.) The point of the next sentence hinges among other things on a 
correct understanding of Ka\ʾa as ¶shape· rather than ¶disposition·. $vicenna is 
discussing the relation between motions and the sphericit\ of the universe from 
a ph\sical standpoint. +e argues that the shape of the universe cannot have (i) a 
lacN of uniformit\ in its parts and (ii) angles in some parts and not in others. The 
/atin translation does not reÁect Tuite accuratel\ the sense of the $rabic in the 
expression et habent diversitatem for Ka\ʾa muḫtalifa (it might come a little closer 
to the $rabic if we read habeat (for habent) in tandem with perveniat and with 
dispositio rei as subMect) $lternativel\ one could also have expected the predicate 
of non potest esse dispositio rei to be habens diversitatem. The whole sentence seems 
to have a garbled s\ntactic construction (even though the first part of the ut 
clause ma\ be an intentional choice to render the relative clause introduced in 
$rabic b\ allatī). :hat the /atin fails to conve\ is that the shape of the bod\ of 
the universe (Ka\ʾatuKū) cannot be in virtue of its peculiar motions a shape that 
admits of differentiation in its parts (Ka\ʾa muḫtalifa fī aǧzāʾiKī). 
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(.) The /atin also omits a part of the characterization of point (ii). $s 
can be gleaned from the $rabic $vicenna·s contention is that the shape of the 
universe is not simpl\ such that it cannot have angles in one of its parts. 5ather 
it is such that it cannot have angles in one part and not in others which is a 
stronger reTuirement for regular uniformit\ (ultimatel\ related to the Ninds of 
motions and powers acting on it). The phrase Za-lā taNūnu fī baʿŐiKī zāZi\a ma\ 
easil\ have fallen b\ homoioteleuton in the transmission of the $rabic (in fact it is 
missing from ms. ,stanbul Damad ) and not intervening in this case ma\ be a 
prudent choice even if the discrepanc\ should certainl\ be recorded in a future 
edition of the /atin. 1othing prevents us from imagining that an omission b\ 
homoiteleuton might have eTuall\ easil\ occurred in the /atin (angulus « angulus 
>et in aliTua parte eius non sit anJulus@) but given that the omission is attested in 
the $rabic tradition the proposed solution seems to be more plausible.
(.) The interesting textual complexities starting with the previous argument 
continue with the next sentence which offers another remarNable example 
of the relation between the /atin translation and one particular branch in the 
transmission of the $rabic text. $fter claiming that the shape of the universe must 
be uniform and cannot have angles in some parts and not in others $vicenna 
offers as a Mustification the fact that one and the same power acting on one and 
the same matter produces a similar result. The idea is phrased in different terms 
b\ different witnesses. ʿ$fƮfƮ·s text (reproduced above)72 has li-anna l-TuZZata 
al-ZāƤidata fī māddatin ZāƤidatin taf ʿalu ɓūratan mutaɐābiKan which does not 
correspond to the /atin text una enim virtus non facit in una materia nisi actionem 
et dispositionem consimilem. The latter is isomorphic in structure and vocabular\ 
to %adawƮ·s text li-anna l-TuZZata l-ZāƤidata innamā taf ʿalu fī māddatin ZāƤidatin 
fiʿlan Za-Ka\ʾatan mutaɐābiKatan. This variant is registered in note b\ ʿ$fƮfƮ as the 
text of ms. ,stanbul Damad  (siglum S, which , have been unable to verif\) and 
is independentl\ attested b\ ms. /eiden *olius 2r.  albeit in a rather garbled 
passage that seems to combine the two versions li-anna l-TuZZa l-ZāƤida innamā 
taf ʿalu fī māddatin ZāƤidatin fiʿlan Za-Ka\ʾatan mutaɐābiKatan fī māddatin ZāƤidatin 
\af ʿalu ɓūratan mutaɐābiKatan. ,n this connection the relation between the /atin 
translation and the famil\ of manuscripts to which ms. ,stanbul Damad  and 
ms. /eiden *olius  belong undoubtedl\ deserves further attention.
(.) Two occurrences of geometria correspond in $rabic to al-muKandis ¶the 
geometer· with loss of s\mmetr\ with respect to the parallel constructions 
naturalis-aɡ-ɡabīʿī and astrologus-al-munaǧǧim.
72 ,n line with ms. /eiden *olius  ms. %odleian 3ococNe  and ms. ,stanbul Damad .
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(.) The /atin iJitur naturalis considerat caelum secundum vires Tuae sunt in illo 
neglects innamā (aɡ-ɡabīʿī innamā \an˂uru mina l-TuZā) and adds caelum The $rabic 
text is printed without variant b\ the two editions and is attested b\ independent 
witnesses such as ms. %odleian 3ococNe . The introduction of caelum ma\ 
well be *undissalinus· own innovation as the $rabic \an˂uru here comes 
unaccompanied (contrar\ to what happens in the rest of the chapter) b\ fī and its 
obMect. The translator ma\ have felt the need to suppl\ the missing obMect. The 
absence of a counterpart to innamā ma\ simpl\ be due to a material omission in 
the model used b\ the translator. %\ contrast assuming that the error originated 
in the transmission of the /atin text would be a more expensive option as innamā 
is usuall\ rendered b\ *undissalinus with a non … nisi construction.
18. 6FiHQFHV that VhaUH iQ SUiQFiSlHV  thH H[FlXViRQ Rf a tUiYial FaVH (%urKān ,,. p. 
167.12-14 ; De divisione p. .-)
لــب مــلع لكــل ةــماعلا Èداــبلما يــف ةكرتــشلما اــهب يــنعن انــسلف Èداــبلما يــف ةكرتــشلماو 
نأ يــف ةكرتــشلما ةــيضايرلا موــلعلا لــثم اــم اــمولع مــعت يــتلا Èداــبلما يــف ةكرتــشلما 
ةيواــستم دــحاو ءيــشل ةيواــسلما ءايــشلأا
« Sed per communicantes in principiis non intelligmus communicantes in 
principiis communibus omni scientiae sed communicantes in principiis in Tuibus 
communicant aliquae scientiae sicut <scientiae mathematicae communicantes> 
in hoc quod quaecumque sunt aequalia eidem et inter se ». 
The list of wa\s in which two sciences ma\ share in principles excludes the 
case of common axioms. $vicenna illustrates this with the standard principle 
that when eTuals are subtracted from eTuals the remainders are eTual. 
(.) The use of this example would be misleading if the text of the /atin 
translation were correct as the latter omits an indispensable Tualification 
between sicut and in Koc Tuod The correct sense is found in the $rabic miɠla 
l-ʿulūm ar-ri\āŐi\\a l-muɐtariNa fī anna which restricts the principle to the range 
of the mathematical sciences. The above solution is conMectural.
19. 6FiHQFHV that VhaUH iQ SUiQFiSlHV  FaVH [1.2] (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De 
divisione p. .-)
رظانلما مـلعو ةـسدنهلا نأ لـثم هدـعب يـناثللو لاوأ اـمهنم دـحاولل أدـبلما نوـكي نأ اـمإو 
اـعوضوم مـعأ ةـسدنهلا نـكل أدـبلما اذـه يـف ناكرتـشي ىقيـسولما مـلعو باـسلحا لـب 
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لاــح كــلذكو رــظانملل اــهدعبو لاوأ أدــبلما اذــه اــهل نوــكي كــلذلف رــظانلما مــلع نــم 
ىقيـسولما نـم باـسلحا
« $ut principium unius eorum erit prius et alterius erit posterius sicut 
geometriae et scientiae de aspectibus Tuae est per numerum et scientiae musicae 
quia communicant in hoc principio. *eometria vero est communioris subiecti 
quam scientia de aspectibus. Similiter est dispositio arithmeticae et musicae ».
$vicenna presents here the case of sciences that while having principles in 
common are such that in one the principle is prior and in the other posterior. 
The case is exemplified b\ the pairs geometr\-optics and arithmetic-music.
(.) The relation between the $rabic text of the two editions (which is 
identical and without variants) and the /atin text is not entirel\ clear. ,t is eTuall\ 
possible that something ma\ be missing from the $rabic (perhaps li-annaKumā) 
as well as from the /atin and it remains doubtful whether *undissalinus is 
correcting the text or translating from a better model. 
(.) The $rabic fa-li-ŏāliNa \aNūnu laKā Kāŏā al-mabdaʾ aZZalan Za-baʿdaKā 
li-l-manā˂ir is omitted in the translation most liNel\ due to homoioteleuton (al-
manā˂ir fa-li-ŏāliNali-l-manā˂ir Za-Na-ŏāliNa) and ma\ not Mustif\ an emendation 
in the /atin even if the sense of the passage would gain significantl\ from it. The 
current /atin text expresses $vicenna·s point in an incomplete wa\ : since the 
subMect of geometr\ is more general than the subMect of optics a principle ma\ 
pertain to the former in a primar\ sense and to the latter in a secondar\ sense. 
%adawƮ·s text has laKū « Za-TablaKū.
20. 6FiHQFHV that VhaUH iQ VXbMHFtV  FaVH [3.2] (%urKān ,,. p. .- ; De divisione 
p. .-)
هــيف كراــشي ءيــشو صاــخ ءيــش نــملع يــعوضوم نــم دــحاو لكــ ل نوــكي نأ اــمإو 
äاــخلأاو بــطلاك رــخ¡ا
« 9el unicuiTue subiectorum duarum scientiarurn est aliTuid proprium et aliTuid 
in quo communicat cum altero sicut medicinae et ethicae in sanando sed una 
sanat corpus et alia animam ».
The last passage under consideration concerns the second wa\ in which two 
sciences ma\ be distinct in virtue of their subMects namel\ when the\ partiall\ 
overlap as in the case of medicine and ethics. 
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(.) The /atin adds the Tualification in sanando sed una sanat corpus et alia 
animam for which no counterpart is to be found in the $rabic editions. The text 
ma\ be a gloss added b\ *undissalinus to explain more in detail the difference 
between the case of medicine and ethics along the lines of what $vicenna sa\s 
at the beginning of the chapter (%urKān ,,. p. .- De divisione pp. . - 
.). 2r alternativel\ it could reÁect a genuine stage of the transmission of 
the $rabic text currentl\ unattested.
conclusIon
The motivation behind this article was to extend distinct lines of inTuir\ that 
originated with different purposes and at different times with two pioneering 
articles : one b\ +. +ugonnard-5oche on the relation between *undissalinus· De 
divisione philosophiae and $vicenna·s %urKān II.7  the other b\ -. -anssens on the 
constitution of /atin text and the need for a new critical edition of the De divisione.
The first tasN reTuired a new and more comprehensive anal\sis of $vicenna·s 
classification of the sciences which has brought to the surface \et another 
episode of s\stematic philosoph\ in the context of %urKān that perfectl\ fits in 
the structure of his metaph\sics and epistemolog\. The division of the sciences 
is based on ontological relations and consistentl\ developed according to 
$vicenna·s expanded model of per se predication and the wa\ in which scientific 
subMects are determined. The relations exemplified b\ canonical examples that 
are in some cases alread\ to be found in An 3ost are articulated in a s\stematic 
frameworN and Mustified at ever\ turn b\ an underl\ing networN of metaph\sical 
relations between subMects and properties.
The second tasN reTuired a more extensive comparative anal\sis of the 
$rabic and /atin texts. :hat , offer here is a comprehensive taNe on the chapter 
in its entiret\ highlighting the main Munctures and tensions. , do not intend 
to advance an\ pretense of exhaustiveness even though this contribution aims 
to offer a digest of the most relevant points and difficulties especiall\ with 
regard to the /atin text. $ great man\ interesting issues concerning s\ntax 
and vocabular\ idios\ncratic aspects of the translation as well as minor 
discrepancies have often been omitted from the discussion in order to let the 
most relevant discrepancies stand out more evidentl\. 
,t is m\ hope that the few remarNs above will be useful for the establishment 
of new critical editions of the /atin as well as of the $rabic text. %ut perhaps 
more importantl\ in spite of the selective focus of this contribution , hope it 
offers further convincing evidence that both texts desperatel\ need one.
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ABSTRACT
Avicenna’s .itöb al-%urhön II and its Latin 7ranslation b\ *undissalinus : Content and 
Text
The article discusses the relationship between chapter ,,. of $vicenna·s (d. ) 
.itāb al-%urKān (%ooN of 'emonstration) and its th-centur\ /atin translation b\ Dominicus 
*undissalinus (Á. ca ) famousl\ incorporated b\ the latter as an independent section 
in his own De divisione philosophiae. The text deals with the division of the sciences and 
their mutual relations and is the onl\ part of $vicenna·s %urKān ³ his most extensive 
treatment of $ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics ³ ever to be translated into /atin.
, shall examine different wa\s in which philosophical content and text relate to 
each other in the $rabic and in the /atin focusing in particular on emendations textual 
transmission st\le of translation and lexical usage.




The Rhetoric Section of the Kitāb al-Šifāʾ : Hermannus 
Alemannus’ Latin Translation and the Arabic Witnesses*
1. Hermannus alemannus and His literary activity
Hermannus Alemannus was active as a scholar during the 13th century, 
within the territories of the Crown of Castile1. He was probably bishop of Astorga 
(in León) from 1266 to 1270 — the year of his death — and he is mainly known for 
having translated from Arabic to Latin philosophical texts concerning Aristotle’s 
ethics, rhetoric and poetics. He began translating Averroes’ Middle Commentary 
on Poetics spurred by the Bishop of Toledo and by the chancellor of the King 
of Castile. After achieving this work by 1256, with the goal of making all the 
sections of the Alexandrian Organon available to the Latin public, Hermannus 
Alemannus undertook to prepare a Latin version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric from 
Arabic, again for the crown of Castile. In this context, he also translated some 
short sections of )öröbƮ·s .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba2, or Book of the Rhetoric, and of Averroes’ 
Middle Commentary on the Rhetoric, together with two excerpts from the rhetoric 
section of Avicenna’s .itāb al-əifāʾ, or Book of the Cure (II.2, 73, 7 - 75, 15 and IV.1, 
  -   of Sölim·s edition)3 in order to substitute or explain difficult 
sections of Aristotle’s text4. Since the Tuotes from other sources are finalized 
to explaining Aristotle’s text and not to the divulgation of those texts as such, 
Hermannus’ attitude is sometimes rather paraphrastic when dealing with them. 
* The elaboration of this paper benefited from man\ people·s advice and discussion but , 
especially want to thank Prof. A. Bertolacci, Prof. G. Ammannati, Prof. M. Aouad, Dr. H. Fadlallah, 
Prof. F. Woerther, and the late Prof. F. Del Punta for their generous input. I also wish to thank the 
two anonymous referees for their remarks and comments.
1 On Hermannus’ biography, see G. H. luquet, Hermann l’Allemand († 1272),« Revue del’Histoire 
des Religions », 44, 1901, pp. 407-422.
2 This subject is discussed in depth by F. Woerther in her contribution to this volume.
3 m. s. sā/,0, Ibn 6īnā Al-əifāʾ la loJiTue 9III 5KqtoriTue (Al-ḪaɡābaK, Imprimerie Nationale, Il 
Cairo 1954.
4 The nature of these difficulties is discussed in W. F. Boggess, Hermannus Alemannus’ Rhetorical 
Translations, « Viator », 2, 1970, pp. 227-250, in F. WoertHer, Les citations du Commentaire moyen à la 
Rhétorique d’Aristote par Averroès dans la traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Hermann 
l’Allemand, « Mélanges de l’Université Saint-Joseph », 63, 2010-2011, pp. 323-359, and in g. celli, 
6ome 2bservations about Hermannus Alemannus’ Citations of Avicenna’s Book of the Rhetoric, « Oriens », 
40/2, 2012, pp. 477-513.
« Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » XXVIII (2017)
ISSN 1122-5750 — ISBN 978-88-8450-812-6
gaia celli150
The goal of this contribution is to find out at which degree the textual 
relationship between the Arabic and the Latin witnesses of Avicenna’s rhetorical 
work can be established and described, since better knowledge of the links 
between Hermannus’ Arabic source and other Avicennian Arabic manuscripts 
would be, at the same time, very useful in editorial terms and extremely 
informative as far as the history of our text is concerned. These questions will 
be dealt with directly in sections 5 and 6 of this paper. Before addressing them, 
I will provide some preliminary information about the witnesses of the .itāb al-
Ḫiɡāba, both in Latin (section 2) and in Arabic (section 4), while in section 3 I will 
describe the ways in which Hermannus acts on his source text.
2. Hermannus’ Witnesses 
We know about Hermannus’ yet unedited translation thanks to three 
manuscripts, namely ms. Paris, BNF, latine 16673, ms. Toledo, Biblioteca 
&apitular . and ms. )lorence %iblioteca 0edicea /aurenziana 3lut.  
Sup. 64, even if the latter copy only contains the citations from Averroes, to the 
exclusion of Tuotes from )öröbƮ and $vicenna and of $ristotle·s text itself. ,n 
Aegidius Romanus’ commentary on Aristotle’s Rhetoric, which mainly relies on 
Moerbeke’s Greek-Latin translation5, there are short quotes from Hermannus’ 
text as well, regularly drawn from the part of the translation regarding Aristotle 
rather than from his commentators cited by the translator6. 
Ms. Paris, BNF, latine 16673 is a parchment codex dating to the 13th century. It 
was penned in gothic letters b\ two different cop\ists ³ the first active up to r 
and the second from 65r — and it is made up of 172 folia divided in two columns 
each. It contains no corrections, but sporadic glosses appear in the section 
that contains Hermannus’ Rhetoric. This text — mistakenly named Averroes in 
Rhetoricam by Aristoteles Latinus — covers folia 65r-147r. The manuscript also 
preserves Rhetorica Vetus (ff. 1r-61r), a list of Greek words found in this text 
(f. 61v), and Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the Poetics, again translated by 
Hermannus. On the verso of the last folio we can read : « Explicit Deo gratias 
5 The first *reeN-/atin translation of the Rhetoric, from an unknown author and rarely copied, 
goes back to the beginning of the 13th century, while the much more famous version by William of 
Moerbeke is dated 1269. According to R. Kassel’s stemmatic reconstruction, the anonymous version 
rests entirely within the ࣹ  branch, while Moerbeke’s text derives both from ࣹ  and from ¨ . &fr. aristotle, 
Aristotelis ars rhetorica, ed. r. Kassel, De Gruyter, Berlin 1976, and g. daHan, L’entrée de la Rhétorique 
d’Aristote dans le monde latin entre 1240 et 1270, in i. rosier-catacH, g. daHan eds., La Rhétorique d’Aristote. 
Traditions et commentaires de l’antiquité au XVIIe siècle, Vrin, Paris 1998, pp. 65-86.
6 Cfr. c. marmo, Retorica e poetica, in l. BiancHi ed., La filosofia nelle 8niversitj 6ecoli ;III e ;I9 La 
1uova ,talia )irenze .
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anno Domini millesimo ducentesimo quinquagesimo sexto, septimo decimo die 
Marcii, apud Toletum, urbem nobilem ». Aristoteles Latinus refers this statement 
to the translation of the commentary on the Poetics rather than to the copying of 
the codex, which goes back to the 13th century, as stated above7.
Ms. Toledo, Biblioteca Capitular, 47.15 is a parchment codex dating to the 
13th century, made up of 160 folia followed by two blank ones. It is a very large 
manuscript its pages are organized on three columns and two different cop\ists 
penned sections ff. 1r-146v and ff. 147r-160. There are no marginal notes and the 
upper third of each page is hard to read because it was damaged by humidity. 
The translation of the Rhetoric covers folia 36r-53r, but many more texts are 
included in the codex. They vary in subject, but they are all philosophical in 
nature. Quite a few of them share the characteristic of being Aristotelian, 
translated from Arabic, or devoted to rhetoric subjects. The Rhetorica Vetus 
occupies folia 25r-35v8. 
0s. )lorence %iblioteca 0edicea /aurenziana 3lut.  Sup. 9 is a paper 
codex going back to the 15th century, in chancery hand, made up of 106 
folia preceded by 5 blank folia. Two copyists have been working on it. In the 
margins and in the interline there are glossae and scholia inserted by a hand 
slightly younger than the copyists’. It does not contain the whole of Hermannus’ 
translation of the Rhetoric, but only quotes from Averroes taken from chapters 
I.1-5, which cover folia 105r-106v. The manuscript also preserves the Latin 
version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric prepared b\ *eorge of Trebizond (ff. r-r) and 
some summaria (97r-104v)10.
Aegidius Romanus’ commentary on the Rhetoric is still unedited, but the 
edition printed in Venice in 1515 is easily available thanks to a reprint11. 
However this witness is not — strictly speaking — pertinent to our task, since, at 
the best of my knowledge, Aegidius’ quotes from Hermannus’ version are always 
taken from the text of Aristotle’s Rhetoric translated into Latin, and never from 
the philosophical Tuotes that are added from $verroes )öröbƮ and $vicenna.
When discussing Hermannus’ text, I act on the presumption that the Paris 
and the Toledo manuscripts shared a common ancestor, for there are passages 
7 Cfr. g. lacomBe, a. l. BirKenmajer, m. dulong, e. FrancescHini, l. minio-Paluello, Aristoteles Latinus, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1955, I.706.
8 Cfr. lacomBe et al., Aristoteles Latinus cit. , II.1243.
9 On this witness, see Boggess, Hermannus Alemannus’ cit., and B. scHneider, Rhetorica : Translatio 
anonyma et Guillelmi, Brill, Leiden 1978.
10 Cfr. lacomBe et al., Aristoteles Latinus cit., II.2343.
11 aegidius romanus, Commentaria in Rhetoricam Aristotelis, Venice 1515, Unverändert Nachdruck, 
Minerva G.M.B.H., Frankfurt 1968.
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where the text that they both preserve cannot be right12. Moreover, the fact that 
they both have individual mistakes means that none of them is eliminandus in the 
reconstruction of the text. I am incapable of making reliable assumptions on the 
stemmatic position of Aegidius’ commentary vis-à-vis Hermannus’ translation, but, 
as said above, this could not be a relevant element when discussing Avicennian 
quotes in Hermannus’ Rhetoric. On these premises, whenever I quote Hermannus 
translation of Aristotle’s and Avicenna’s Rhetoric, I make use of the text that I 
personally assembled by collating its witnesses. I wish to highlight that this version 
of the Latin text is, by all points of view, provisional : my goal is simply to provide 
the reader with a meaningful text and some information about the wording of its 
witnesses. For reference purpose, I always quote page and line number of the Paris 
manuscript. Whenever I adopt a reading from the Toledo manuscript, I specify it.
3. Hermannus and avicenna
In Hermannus’ version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, the translations from )öröbƮ13, 
$vicenna and $verroes are not finalized at divulgating said sources for their 
own sake, but rather at explaining Aristotle’s text. Accordingly, Hermannus’ 
attitude is slightly more paraphrastic when dealing with them than when dealing 
with $ristotle himself. 0ore specificall\ in the first chapters of the first booN 
of the Rhetoric Hermannus uses Averroes as a source of commentary notes for 
complex Aristotelian passages. In the later, more example-intensive books, it is 
$vicenna that will be emplo\ed once to explain a difficult $ristotelian section 
and once to substitute for Aristotle’s text altogether. It is Hermannus himself 
that describes examples and foreign words in Aristotle’s Arabic text as the main 
reason for which he was forced to enlist Avicenna’s aid14. This approach seems 
quite sensible, if we consider the fact that Averroes’ work on the Rhetoric is 
indeed structured as a commentary, aimed at making Aristotle’s meaning easier 
to grasp, and that it is divided into Aristotelian lemmata and their explanation, 
while Avicenna’s treatise, as a part of the .itāb al-əifāʾ, is built as a self-sufficient 
12 See for example the case of decentia (to be emended in decentiam) and of siJnificatum 
(possibly to be emended in dictio) at paragraph 5.4 of this paper, and of munus and munusculum (to 
be emended in minus and minusculum respectively) at paragraph 5.6.
13 2n Tuotes from )öröbƮ see F. WoertHer, Les traces du Grand Commentaire d’al-Fārābī à la 
Rhétorique d’Aristote dans la traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique par Hermann l’Allemand, « Bulletin 
de Philosophie Médiévale », 54, 2012, pp. 137-154, and her contribution to the present volume.
14 This statement is made just before his second Avicennian quote, at 128ra11-16 of the Paris 
manuscript : « in hoc passu tot inciderunt exempla extranea et greca (grata PT) vocabula quod 
nullum nobis consilium fuit prosequendi textum Aristotilis. Unde coacti fuimus (fuerimus P) sequi 
illud quod Avicenna de hoc passu excerpserat et posuerat in libro suo Aschiphe ».
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text. On the other hand, as a reworking of the original, it was perfectly capable 
of substituting for it : this, after all, is what actually happened in the Arabic 
philosophical tradition after Avicenna’s death15.
On four occasions, Hermannus also informs the reader that he is going to omit 
an especiall\ troubling passage as a last-resort tool to cope with the difficulties 
of the Greek-Arabic translation of Aristotle’s Rhetoric16.
The following table sums up Hermannus’ citations from Averroes and 
Avicenna, together with Hermannus’ omissions. I also note which Greek 
passages are commented upon, and — between brackets — which passages are 
intentionally left without translation. For immediate reference purpose, I quote 
the pages and lines of the Paris manuscript for Hermannus’ version, Bekker’s 
numbers for $ristotle·s *reeN text Sölim·s edition for $vicenna and $ouad·s 
edition for Averroes’ Middle Commentary17.
aristotle, Ars Rhetorica I
65vb17-66ra3 I, 1, 1354a1-4 Ave. MCR, 1.1.1 (p. 1.6-14), 
and 1.1.2 (p. 2.4-5, and 2.7-
8)
66vb15-67ra4 I, 1, 1354b22-28 Ave. MCR, 1.1.9 (p. 5.10-22)
67rb28-67va3 I, 1, 1355a18-20 Ave. MCR, 1.1.13 (pp. 8.8 
and 8.11-13)
67va11-18 I, 1, 1355a20-24 Ave. MCR, 1.1.14 (p. 8.14-
16)
67vb11-13 I, 1, 1355a29-32 Ave. MCR, 1.1.17 (p. 9.12-
13)
72rb21-72va8 I, 4, 1359b2-18 Ave. MCR, 1.4.4 (pp. 32.23-
33.11)
72vb7-10 I, 4, 1359b23-29 Ave. MCR, 1.4.6 (p. 34.10-
11)
75rb (marginal note) I, 5, 1361b27-34 Ave. MCR, 1.5.24 (p. 46.10)
75rb (marginal note) I, 5, 1361b27-34 Ave. MCR, 1.5.24 (p. 46.9)
75rb20-75va4 I, 5, 1361b39-1362a12 Ave. MCR, 1.5.26 (pp. 46.19-
47.3)
15 Hermannus himself addresses his activity as a translator of the Rhetoric and its commentaries 
in two cases. See celli, 6ome 2bservations cit., pp. 478-483.
16 These passages too have been pointed out by Boggess, Hermannus Alemannus’ cit., p. 240.
17 See averroes, &ommentaire mo\en j la 5KptoriTue d’Aristote edition critiTue du te[te arabe et 
traduction française, ed. m. aouad, Vrin, Paris 2002.
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75vb8-18 I, 5, 1362a12-14 Ave. MCR, 1.5.27-28 (p. 
47 .15-19)
76rb7-12 I, 6, 1362a29-31 Ave. MCR, 1.6.6 (p. 49.16-
18)
76rb27-28 I, 6, 1362b5-1362b10 Ave. MCR, 1.6.9 (p. 50.5-6)
77va11-78va19
77va (marginal note)
I, 6, 1363a17-1363b4 Avi. KH, II.2 (pp. 73,7-
75,15)a
Ave.b MCR, 1.6.18-19 (pp. 
53,6-54,5)
92vb12-18, (I, 15, 1375b33-1376a8) xxx
aristotle, Ars Rhetorica III
128ra17-130rb28 (III, 2-4, 1405a31-1407a18) Avi. KH, IV.1 (pp. 206,8-
212,16)c
134va24-28, (III, 9, 1410a9-1410a20) xxx
135va24-b7 (III, 10, 1411a4-1411b10) xxx
143ra18-20 (III, 16, 1417a13-1417a16) xxx
a See paragraphs 3.1, 5.1 and 5.2 of the present contribution.
b As Boggess points out, the manuscripts mistakenly state that this passage is taken from 
Avicenna as well.
c See paragraphs 3.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7 of the present contribution.
We can see at a glance that, although quotes from Averroes are much 
more frequent (and grouped in Rhetoric I), the Avicennian citations are much 
longer, so that, on the whole, Hermannus translated much more Avicenna than 
Averroes. The extension of the Latin text available to us for Avicenna’s .itāb 
al-Ḫiɡāba gives some ground to the hope of establishing genetic relationships 
between Hermannus’ source and the Arabic manuscripts of this treatise. The 
first $vicennian citation refers to Rhet., I, 6 but is located in .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, 
,,. for in the $rabic commentar\ $ristotle·s first booN is divided into two 
separate treatises the first one devoted to the general principles of rhetoric 
and the second one to the three rhetorical genders, judiciary, deliberative and 
encomiastic. Likewise, the second Avicennian citation stems from a section 
of IV.1, but mirrors Aristotle III, 2-4, where stylistically appropriate words 
are discussed. , will anal\ze some textual peculiarities of the first Tuote from 
Avicenna (Ari. Ars Rhetorica, I, 6, 1363a17-1363b4/ Avi. .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, II.2, pp. 
73, 7 - 75, 15) at paragraphs 5.1 and 5.2 of this contribution, while the second 
Avicennian quote (Ari. Ars Rhetorica, III, 2-4, 1405a31-1407a18/ Avi. .itāb al-
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3.1. Hermannus’ First Avicennian Quote
The first Tuote from the .itāb al-əifāʾ (,,. pp.   -   of Sölim·s 
edition) encompasses a citation from Avicenna, one from Averroes, and some 
introductory words by Hermannus himself. Unlike what happens for the second 
Avicennian quote (.itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, IV.1, pp. 206, 8 - 212, 16), here Aristotle’s text 
was not omitted, possibly because in this case Hermannus had no problem with 
its examples, but rather with the general sense of the passage. This is what he 
states while introducing the citation :
Ms. Paris, BNF, Latine 16673, 77ra15-22 :
« Dixit translator : In hoc passu invenimus textum Aristotelis vel ita corruptum, 
vel decurtatum, vel forte in se obscurum quod sententiam plane intelligibilem 
ex eo elicere non potuimus. Unde visum fuit verbum ex verbo transferre et 
post ipsum ad eius elucidationem textum Avi/scenne ex libro suo Asschiphe 
subiungere usTue ad finem capituli ».
Hermannus is stating that the Arabic text is so hard to understand that 
he is forced to transpose it word by word and to add Avicenna’s text ad eius 
elucidationem. This could also serve as a motive for the contemporary insertion 
of the note from Averroes, which is not announced by Hermannus18.
Rhet., I, 6 is part of Aristotle’s discussion of deliberative rhetoric. At the 
beginning of I, 4 (in 1359a30-b1), Aristotle establishes that the topics worth 
discussing in terms of deliberative rhetoric concern good and bad things whose 
obtainment depends on our behavior. &hapter four then anal\zes those good 
and bad things that are of a political nature (b-b) while chapter five 
discusses happiness and its parts, as they are the goal of deliberation (1360b4-
1362a14). Finally, chapter six examines the goal of deliberation in terms of 
goodness and usefulness, for this is the reference point employed by deliberating 
18 Still, if we consider the subjects addressed concomitantly by Avicenna and Averroes, we 
find out that the onl\ relevant passages are those about +omer as someone who Nnew how to 
remunerate both friends and enemies through the rhetorical devices of praise and blame. On the 
one hand this passage seems to deserve particular attention inasmuch as it offers a specificall\ 
rhetorical way in which gratitude should be expressed. On the other hand, Hermannus must have 
found the +omeric example both puzzling and interesting so that $verroes· passage which gives 
little information about historical details, did not seem to him enough to clarify it and Avicenna’s 
words had to be added. The idea that in his first citation from the .itāb al-əifāʾ Hermannus was 
chieÁ\ concerned with $vicenna·s words about +omer is strengthened b\ the fact that these are 
the lines on which the translator acts most intrusively. I discuss this subject in more detail in 
celli, 6ome 2bservations cit., where I also offer a provisional text of Hermannus translation of the 
Aristotelian, Avicennian and Averroistic passages.
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people (1362a18-20). Single good things on which there is general agreement are 
then treated (b-). )or good things that are not universall\ recognized 
some individuation criteria are suggested : for example, that which is the opposite 
of a bad thing, or the opposite of what is desired by our enemies, are often a good 
thing (1362b29-37). The passage that reportedly stumps Hermannus explains 
that good things are often those that are appreciated by valuable people, those 
that take place in a preferred way, those easily obtained, and those desired by 
each one (1363a17-b4). 
The structure of .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, II.2 resembles that of Rhet., I, 6 inasmuch as 
its first section (pp.   -   in Sölim·s edition) is devoted to good things 
that are recognized b\ ever\one while its second section (pp.   -   
in Sölim·s edition) anal\zes more subMective criteria. +owever the $vicennian 
and Averroistic passages quoted by Hermannus focus strongly on rewards for 
benevolent and malicious acts, which are not addressed at all in Aristotle’s text19. 
The citation from Avicenna runs to the end of his chapter II.2, while the quote 
from Averroes is much shorter (1.6.18-19 or pp. 53, 6 - 54, 5 in Aouad’s edition) 
and strictly focused on benevolence and its reward. The narrow scope of the 
citation from Averroes leads me to think that the passage Hermannus could not 
understand actually was 1363a16-24, in which it is stated that subjective criteria 
for recognizing a good are the fact that it is appreciated b\ valuable people and 
that it is easy to obtain.
3.2. Hermannus’ 6econd Avicennian 4uote
The second Avicennian citation, beginning in 128ra of the Paris manuscript, 
anal\zes metaphors periphrasis diminutives st\listic coldness and comparisons. 
Unlike the previous case, here the Aristotelian text for III, 2-4 is completely 
substituted by Avicenna’s words. At this point as well, Hermannus introduces the 
quotation with some explanatory phrases :
Ms. Paris, BNF Latine 16673, 128ra11-16 :
« In hoc passu tot inciderunt exempla extranea et greca (grata PT) vocabula quod 
nullum nobis consilium fuit prosequendi textum Aristotilis. Unde coacti fuimus 
(fuerimus P) sequi illud quod Avicenna de hoc passu excerpserat et posuerat in 
libro suo Aschiphe ».
19 As J. Watt explains, this is probably due to the translation of ĲȚȝȦȡ઀Į (1363a26) as muNāfaʾa, 
‘requital, reward’ (p. 32.5 ed. Lyons). See Bar HeBraeus, Aristotelian Rhetoric in 6\riac %arKebraeus 
Butyrum Sapientiae, Book of Rhetoric, ed. J. W. Watt, in H. daiBer, r. KruK eds., Aristoteles 6emitico-
Latinus,  Brill, Leiden - New York 2005, 2.3.7-8, p. 308.
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Hermannus could not translate Aristotle’s Arabic version because of the 
many examples and Greek words it contained20. This is also the main difficult\ 
Arabic commentators faced in dealing with the Rhetoric21, and the reason put 
forward by the translator for omitting the four Aristotelian passages listed in 
my table22. Hence, omission could be regarded as Hermannus’ default solution 
for passages made unclear by the many references to Greek culture. However, 
while all the sections listed in my table were tolerably short and their absence 
did not prevent the global understanding of Aristotle’s text, the problematic 
passage outlined in 128ra11-16 covers as much as three chapters of the Rhetoric. 
By merely leaving it out of the Arabic-Latin translation, therefore, Hermannus 
would have faced a structural problem, for the whole Aristotelian discussion of 
the stylistic choice of words would have been missing. Hence the extraordinary 
decision of substituting it with a commentator’s text. It will not be hard to see why 
Hermannus sought an explanation for Aristotle’s examples in Avicenna’s .itāb 
al-Ḫiɡāba rather than in Averroes’ Middle Commentary if we follow S. Stroumsa’s 
discussion of the indifference shown by Averroes for Greek examples, literary 
references, and technical terminology in his writings on rhetoric and poetics, 
which very much differs from Avicenna’s systematic attempt to offer an Arabic 
explicative equivalent for most of them23.
20 The anon\mous $rabic translator·s approach to this Nind of difficulties is discussed in 8. 
vagelPoHl, Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the East, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2008, p. 206.
21 Hermannus states it in his prologue to the translation of the Rhetoric : ms. Paris, BNF 
Latine 16673, 65rb4-13 : « Nec miretur quisquam vel indignetur de dificultate vel quasi ruditate 
translationis, nam multo difficilius et rudius ex greco in arabicum est translata. Ita quod Alfarabius, 
qui primus conatus est ex rethorica aliquem intellectum glosando elicere, multa exempla greca 
propter ipsorum obscuritatem pertransiens derelinquit et propter eandem causam multa dubie 
exposuit et, ut Avicenna et Avenrosd estimant, propter hanc etiam causam glosam usque ad finem 
negocii non perduxit ».
22 Here are Hermannus’ explanations for his Aristotelian omissions. Ms. Paris, BNF Latine 
16673, 92vb12-18 : « Dixit translator : circa hunc locum plures scribebantur testes et exempla 
suorum testimoniorum que propter errorem antiquum scriptorum ita confusa fuerunt in omnibus 
exemplaribus quod non poterat haberi consilium ad ea transferendum. Ideoque fuerunt relicta ». 
134va24-28 : « Sermo translatoris : Plura talia exempla ad idem facientia quia grecam sapiebant 
sententiam non multum usitatum latinis dimissa sunt et subsequitur quasi conclusio autoris ». 
135va24-b7 : « Inquit translator : Hic plura exempla dicte rationis confirmativa dimisit Ibiniscena 
in suo Aschiphe et Avemrosd in sua determinativa expositione huius libri quia penitus grecam 
sententiam protendebant nec videbatur eis quam magnam habebant utilitatem in arabico eloquio. 
Hac quoque de causa ego dimisi ipsa. Qui autem magnum habebant auditorium per ipsa volentes 
in latino via procedere rethoricandi ? ». 143ra18-20 : « Et inducat probationem ad hoc exemplum 
notum in greco quemadmodum processit talis in causa contra talem ».
23 See s. stroumsa, Avicenna’s 3KilosopKical 6tories : Aristotle’s Poetics Reinterpreted, « Arabica », 39, 
1992, pp. 183-206.
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If citations from commentators and omissions of troubling Aristotelian 
passages are the tools employed by Hermannus when dealing with the Arabic 
translation of the Rhetoric, we still don’t know how he intervenes on Avicenna’s 
text. The second Avicennian quote, being the longest, provides the best basis for 
answering this question. I suggest that his activity revolves around three main 
axes, namely paraphrasis, explicative insertions, and substitution of Arabic 
realia with concepts either more familiar to the Latin reader, or more coherent 
with the sometimes fictitious *reeN bacNground in which +ermannus wanted to 
anchor his translation of logics. Since I have already extensively discussed the 
first two cases elsewhere24 , will sum them up ver\ brieÁ\ while , will describe 
the third strategy in more detail.
Paraphrastic activity takes the form of an overall rephrasing of a passage 
which is unclear in its original shape or which, as it is, does not help the 
translator in making Aristotle’s intentions easier to understand. On the other 
hand, explicative insertions are also employed for the translation of Aristotelian 
passages, but, while in that case they are effectively and explicitly marked by 
means of rubricae like dixit interpres, within the Avicennian passages themselves 
no title introduces the sections inserted by the translator. This reinforces the 
conclusion that Hermannus viewed his relationship with Avicenna’s text in 
rather different terms than that with Aristotle’s text. 
An example of substitution of Arabic realia with Greek realia is to be found in 
Hermannus’ second Avicennian quote. Faced with the staggering list of culture 
specific examples that illustrate Rhet., III, 2-4, the translator resorts to the 
omission of a section of Aristotle’s text, and to its replacement with Avicenna’s 
parallel passage (,9. pp.   -   of Sölim·s edition). +ere +ermannus is 
confronted with a discussion of diminutive and augmentative substantives, like 
ŏuKa\bʿiT\ān (a little bit of Jold/pure gold, p. 209, 5-6) and ɠuZa\b/ḫilʿa (a little 
JoZn/a formal JoZn, p. 209, 6-7).
.itāb al-Ḫiɡāba ,9. p.  - Sölim :
,بـيهذ : اـثم لـيق اذإـف .رـIصلماو مـGعلما mـفللا لامعتـسا لاـح ىرـجلما اذـه ىـلعو 
: لــيق وأ ,ناــيقعلا : لــيق وــ ل هــمGعي ىذــ لا هــ نيعب دــحاولا ىــنعلما هــ ب رــقح ,بــيوثو 
,ىــطيعم : لــ يقو ,ىــطعم : لــ يقو ,بــليعث : لــ يقو ,ناــ بلعث : لــ يق اذإ لــ ب .ةــ عللخا 
ا íديدـش  كـلذب ىـنعلما فـلتخا ,ىـطعم رـيIصت ىـنعو
« Likewise for the augmentative and diminutive enunciation. And whenever one 
says ‘a little bit of gold’ and ‘a little gown’, the very same meaning decreases, that 
increases whenever one says ‘pure gold’, or whenever one says ‘formal gown’. 
24 celli, 6ome 2bservations cit., pp. 487-492.
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But whenever one says ‘big fox’ or ‘little fox’, and ‘a bit’ or ‘a small bit’ — and it 
means the reduction of the bit — in this case the meaning is very different ». 
Ms. Paris, BNF Latine 16673, 129ra15-24 :
« >@ Et hac via procedit usus dictionis amplificative et diminutive. &um enim 
dicitur verbi gratia aurulum [diminutivum de auro] aut vestiolum [diminutivum de 
veste@ diminuitur unum et idem significatum >@ Tuod amplificatur dicendo aurum 
eurizon aut vestimentum polimeton >idem exametum@. 9erum Tuando dicitur 
vulpes aut vulpecula, et quando dicitur minus (munus PT p. c.) aut minusculum 
(munusculum PT) diversificatur per hoc significatum diversitate non modica ». 
We can see that the diminutives are translated by means of the standard Latin 
diminutive suffix –ulus, -a, -um as aurulum and vestiolum. The augmentatives could 
have been effectively rendered with periphrastic Latin expressions, as we would 
do when translating them in English, but Hermannus chose to translate them 
with Greek loanwords instead, namely eurizon and polimeton25. Du Cange lists the 
expression polymitus in his glossary, that is polymita vestis, multis variisque coloris 
filis et liciis conte[ta et varieJata. The term seems to be inspired by Greek and Du 
Cange reports that some glossae link it toʌȠȚțȚȜĲȚțȒ and ʌȠȜȣȝȚĲĮȡȚț੽. Eurizon is 
an alchemical term, which refers to a very pure kind of gold, or possibly to a kind 
of gold which has not been produced through alchemical means. Mandosio26, 
discussing the presence of this word in the late 15th century author Jeroni 
Torella, states that it might be a neologism deriving from the Greek adjectives 
İ੡ȡȚȗȠȢ (ZitK Jood roots) or ੕ȕȡȣȗȠȢ (very pure, said of gold). The derivation of 
the Latin obr\zum from either of these Greek expressions is uncontroversial. 
However, if Hermannus was already using this term, it cannot be seen as a 15th 
century neologism ; moreover, it should be noted that in the Middle Ages the 
Greek pronunciation of ੕ȕȡȣȗȠȢ and İ੡ȡȚȗȠȢ differed onl\ for the first vowels 
which had a very similar shape in minuscule writing, and that the two terms 
are also equated in the Alphita, a lexicon of botanical and medical glossae 
that originated in 11th century Salerno27. Finally, since E. Trapp’s Lexicon zur 
Byzantinischer GrĐzitĐt28 also lists the adjective İ੡ȡȣȗȠȢ and translates it as rein, 
25 Both the Toledo and the Paris manuscripts bear the additional text idem exametum, which, 
in all likelihood, originated as a gloss. Exametum is probably a Greek loanword too, glossed by Du 
Cange as pannus Kolosericus *raecis recentioribus ݌ȟȐȝȚĲȠȢ. See C. du cange, P. carPentier, l. HenscHel, 
*lossarium mediae et infimae latinitatis L. Favre, Niort 1883-1887.
26 See J.-M. mandosio, La crpation verbale dans l’alcKimie latine du 0o\en ÇJe, « Bulletin Du Cange : 
archivum latinitatis medii aevi », 63, 2005, pp. 137-147 (p. 138).
27 See J. L. G. moWat, AlpKita a medico-botanical Jlossar\ from tKe %odleian manuscript 6elden %, vol. 
II Anecdota Oxoniensia, Oxford at the Clarendon Press 1887, p. 127.
28 See e. traPP, Le[iNon zur b\zantiniscKen *rlzitlt, Verl. der Österreichischen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, Wien 2005.
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pur (vom Gold) there is really no reason to worry about the relationship between 
eurizon and İ੡ȡȚȗȠȢ, since our Latin word surely stems from the adjective with 
ȣ, whether it was linked to ੕ȕȡȣȗȠȢ or not. The choice of translating the Arabic 
augmentatives ʿiT\ān and ḫilʿa in such a way is not only due to the lack of a 
proper augmentative suffix in the /atin language but also to +ermannus·s 
desire to provide an Hellenising veneer to his Aristotelian translations, even 
if the\ are actuall\ translations from $rabic. This is also confirmed b\ the fact 
that these and other loanwords appear in the Latin version with the Greek 
neutral suffix ²ȠȞ, which is sometimes quite preposterous. This is the case of 
the meters agamenon and effron, which never existed in Greek literature, and 
which ³ but for the suffix ³ are plausible looNing transliterations of $vicenna·s 
afā and afman29 since the final \āʾ of afā could easily have been misread as a rāʾ 
and the fāʾ in afman could easily have been misread as a Ƒa\n. Although it is 
not clear how Avicenna’s afman originated from the expression įȚș઄ȡĮȝȕȠȚ/
dīɠūrāmbū of Aristotle’s Greek-Arabic translation, the permanence of ਩ʌȘ/afā in 
the text of .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba leads us to assume that, in Avicenna’s eyes, afman is to 
be regarded as a Greek loanword as well. 
4. avicenna’s Witnesses
Although longer than the quotes from Averroes, the sections from .itāb al-
Ḫiɡāba quoted by Hermannus are not long enough to allow us to draw a complete 
picture of the state and history of Avicenna’s text in the Arabic West, for there 
is a limit to how many unifying copying errors can take place in just a few pages. 
Nonetheless, a systematic and careful comparison of the Arabic manuscripts 
between each other and with the Latin version can tell us something about the 
Arabic source on which Hermannus built his translation. 
The Avicennian .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba has been edited in  b\ 0. S. Sölim30, who 
produced a very dependable text and gave us an uncommon lot of information 
concerning his manuscript sources, but did not put himself to the task of producing 
a stemmatic edition of Avicenna’s text, so that the relationship between his 
witnesses is not further anal\zed. )or a text that is preserved in a remarNable 
number of manuscripts he onl\ uses nine of them. $lthough Sölim gives us much 
useful information on the textual history of the .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba in the preface to 
his edition, his witnesses do not seem selected on the basis of a reconstructed 
29 About the transliteration and translation for the names of Greek meters, see paragraph 5.7 
of this paper.
30 M. S. sā/,0, Ibn 6īnā Al-ɐifāʾ la loJiTue 9III 5KptoriTue (Al-ḫaɡābaK, Imprimerie Nationale, 
Cairo 1954.
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stemma, but rather on the ground of their geographical collocation, since they 
are all preserved in Cairo, Istanbul, or London. This is the reason why, whenever 
discussing +ermannus as a witness for $vicenna , Tuote Sölim·s text but , add 
to it my own apparatus, based on my — still partial — collation of Avicennian 
manuscripts. Although my goal is to establish genealogical relationship between 
Hermannus and the rest of the .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba tradition, I wish to stress that at 
present I do not have at my disposal a stemmatic reconstruction of the latter 
either, and that the present contribution is to be understood as just a small step 
in this direction.
Bibliographical sources testify the survival of over eighty copies of Avicenna’s 
rhetorical section of the .itāb al-əifāʾ, and I have been able to collate sixteen of 
them, at least as far as the sections translated in Latin are concerned31. They are 
listed below in chronological order, each followed by the siglum by which I will 
reference it throughout this paper :
1. Istanbul, Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi, Damat Ibrahim Paߞa 822 (12th-13th C.) (6K)
2. Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kütüphanesi 2710 (666H/1268) (O)
3. Istanbul, Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi, Ayasofya 2442 (671-674H/1273-1276) (6)
4. Istanbul, TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi .tphanesi $hmet ,,,  (+/) (Vh)
5. Cairo, 0aNtabat al-$zhar  ḫuɓūɓi\\a, 44988 BeḫƮt (th &.) (&b)
6. Istanbul, Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi, Carullah 1424 (693H/1293-1294) (6f)
7. Istanbul, Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi, Damat Ibrahim Paߞa 823 (697H/1298) (6i)
8. Tehran, .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 0illƮ  (+/) (E)
9. Istanbul, Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi, ߸ehid Ali Paߞa 1748 (879H/1474) (6T)
10. Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek 1445, Golius 84 (881H/1476) (La) 
11. Istanbul, Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi, Yeni Cami 770 (888H/1483) (6r)
12. Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kütüphanesi 2709 (886H/1481-897H/1492) (2b)
13. Leiden, 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN  *olius  (i ɡ r) (before th/th &.) (L) 
14. Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kütüphanesi 2708 (10th/16th C.) (Oa) 
15. Istanbul, TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi .tphanesi $hmed ,,,  (th/th &.) (Vi)
16. London, British Museum Or. 7500 (11th/17th C.) (Cm) 
The most ancient of these manuscripts are old enough to be chronologically 
proximate with +ermannus· $rabic source which dates bacN to first half of the 
13th century at least.
31 Access to the reproductions of these manuscripts and to information about them was 
possible within the framework of the PhiBor project (ERC AdvGr, www.avicennaproject.eu), and 
what I state here on this subject is in part the provisional result of the research pursued in that 
domain.
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Most of the codices listed above either witness all the .itāb al-əifāʾ four 
sections on logic, natural philosophy, mathematics and metaphysics (this is the 
case of 6K, O, 6, &b, 6f, 6i, La, 6r, 2b, L, N), or leave out mathematics (as in E, 6T, and 
Cm). The exceptions to this rule are Vh, which only preserves logic and natural 
philosoph\ ³ so that it could be the first half of a whole cop\ ³ and manuscripts 
Vi and Cm, which only preserve the logic section. For future research, it would 
probably be interesting to ascertain whether witnesses containing only one of 
Avicenna’s four ǧumal form a coherent group or not.
5. Hermannus as a textual Witness oF avicenna’s Ki7ā% al-Ḫiɥā%$ : some critical Passages
In the following pages, I will discuss a few textual problems suggesting that 
Hermannus’ text is in some relationship with ms. Istambul, Nuruosmaniye 
Kütüphanesi 2709 (2b), which, according to its colophons, was produced in 
Shiraz between  and . ,n fact although both +ermannus and 2b have 
individual mistakes, they do share a variety of errors. 
2b (and sometimes Hermannus) also shares mistakes with 6K and 6, two 
very ancient Istanbul witnesses of the whole .itāb al-əifāʾ. 6K was copied before 
1481 — probably much earlier — and is best known for the so-called ‘Avicennian 
signature’32, while 6 was penned b\ $mƮr al-DƮn 0öni\ɫl between 0aröƑa and 
҅arbɫt from  to 33.
After presenting the evidence concerning common readings in Hermannus 
and other witnesses in section  of this paper , will brieÁ\ discuss the nature of 
his relationship with the much more recent 2b, without discarding the role that 
collation could have played in the establishment of this link.
5.1. Omission of bi-l-Əaföʾ ‘ZitK KarsKness’ in Hermannus’ translation
The second chapter of the second book from the .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba is devoted to 
the deliberation on things that are particular rather than general. The section 
preserved b\ +ermannus· first $vicennian Tuote that is to sa\ ,,. pp.   -   
discusses what is good, what is useful, and their parts. The passage quoted below 
introduces an example of ingratitude (opposed to gratitude, which is a good).
32 On this subject, see g. c. anaWati, (ssai de biblioJrapKie avicennienne Dör $l-0aʿörif &airo  
pp. 73-74, and Appendix B in a. Bertolacci, Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ (Book of the Cure/Healing) : 
7Ke 0anuscripts 3reserved in 7urNe\ and 7Keir 6iJnificance, « Mélanges de l’Université Saint Joseph », 
forthcoming, and the bibliography quoted therein.
33 More information on this manuscript is gathered in g. celli, The Ms. 6le\mani\e .tpKanesi, 
Ayasofya 2442 : A 13th Century Copy of the K. al-əiföʾ ZitK 6\riac and Greek Marginalia, « Mélanges de 
l’Université Saint Joseph », forthcoming.
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Hermannus avicenna p.  - Sölim
Quod ergo deficit a possibili in 
beneficentia est ex impotentia, quod 
autem pertransit necessitatem in 
maleficentia est ex proposito. 
Et quando perdurat molestatio 
molestantis et intenditur debilitas 
et metus donec pertranseat horam 
necessitatis1, adducit discordiam 
procul dubio.
وهف 2ناسحلإا  ىف نكملما نع 1رصق امف 
ةءاسلإا نم ةرورEلا زواج امو ,ريصقت 
3.دصق وهف 
5دتشاو 4نحملل ناعذلإا ماد اذإو 
8ءافلجاب زواج ىتح 7فولخاو 6فعEلا 
لا 9Öاحيتسلإا ثروأ ةرورEلا تقو 
.ةلاحم
1 et intenditur... necessitatis] om. T 1 رــصق  اــمف] om. Oa Kabet Oa sl. 2 ناــسحلإا] 
نــسحملل add. ShOSCbSfESqSrObLVi 3 دــصق] 
ةــلEف ELVi, om. Ob 4   نــحملل] نــحمللو Sh 
رــيخملل E نــسحملل SrL mg. 5 دتــشاو] دــشاو 
LaObOa 6 فــعEلا] فــعEلل SSr 7 فوــلخاو] 
om. LaOa 8 ءاــفلجاب] اــهب  اــم Ob 9 Öاحيتــسلإا] 
Öاعتــسلاا SVh
avicenna : « Hence that which is less than what is possible in terms of benevolence 
is a >self-@imposed deficienc\ while that which is more than what is necessar\ in 
terms of harm is an [evil] intention.
And whenever submission to misfortune is prolonged and feebleness and fright 
are reinforced, so that one exceeds the instant of necessity with harshness, 
aversion is surely triggered ».
This passage is full of textual and interpretative difficulties but , will onl\ 
bring up what is — or could be — relevant for establishing relationships between 
Hermannus and the Arabic manuscript tradition. 
Firstly, the Avicennian text underlying the Latin in beneficentia seems to have 
been similar to Sölim·s text also attested by Vh, 6i, La, K, Ch, Oa and Cm (fī l-iƤsāni, 
‘in terms of benevolence’, II.2, p. 74, 4) rather than that of 6K, O, 6, &b, 6f, E, 6T, 6r, 
2b, To, L, Vi, which read fī l-iƤsāni li-l-muƤsini (‘in terms of benevolence towards 
the benefactor’). However, in this case it is hard to make a clear-cut statement 
about which was the original Avicennian option and which was the innovative 
one, capable of proving the relationship between two witnesses. Accordingly, this 
observation cannot be used to investigate the history of the manuscript tradition. 
Secondly, the translator’s text did not share the omission of Taɓd with ms 2b.
Moreover, the source text for this translation molestatio molestantis cannot be 
either al-iŏʿān li-l-miƤan (‘submission to misfortunes’, II.2, p. 74, 5), which we 
find in most witnesses or al-iŏʿān li-l-muḫayyar (‘submission to the person 
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who has the choice’) as in mss. E and To, or al-iŏʿān li-l-muƤsini (‘submission 
to the benefactor’) as in 6r and L. Maybe we could assume that Hermannus’ 
Arabic source read iƤzān al-muƤzin ¶the afÁiction of he who afÁicts· since in 
II.2, p. 74, 1 Za-lā yaƤzunu ʿala\-Ki is translated by sine molestia. 
Finally, the Latin text offers no equivalent for the Arabic bi-l-ǧafāʾ (‘with 
harshness’, p. 74, 5). If it is due to a misreading like that occurring in 2b, which 
has mā bi-Kā instead, this would mean that Hermannus’ Arabic source and 2b 
have a common mistake, and therefore that they share at least one ancestor.
5.2. &onfusion betZeen böb (‘domain’) and böl (‘mind, attention’)  3ossible 7races of 
Collation
In .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, II.2, p. 75, 3-11, Avicenna discusses non-pecuniary ways 
of rewarding someone. Let’s concentrate on the conclusion of this discussion, 
which is again included in +ermannus· first $vicennian Tuote.
Hermannus avicenna p.  - Sölim
Omnis enim homo delectatur in aliquo 
et ammiratur de aliquo, quod sibi placet, 
apropriato ei, aut per naturam suam aut 
per assuetudinem aut per experientiam 
ipsius. Multa enim delectant et placent 
propter experientiam, que, si non 
esset experientia, non delectarent nec 
placerent. 
ءىش نم بجعتيو ءىشب ذتلي لكف 
بردتو هداتعا ام بسحب امإو .هصخي 
بجعتو ايش ذذلت دق ةبردلا نإف ,هيف 
,هنم بجعت لاو هب ذتلي مل اهلا 1ول ,هنم
Et huius quoque capituli seu intentionis 
sunt directio exhortativa et consultiva 
fidelitas : sunt enim beneficentia et 
retributio quedam. 
Et est Tuidem beneficentia et1 eius 
retributiva responsio artificiosa et 
delectabilis valde cum sit in hora 
necessitatis et requisitionis sue ; imo 
eximia est et honorabilis.
ةحيصنلاو ةيادهلا اEيأ 2بابلا اذه نمو 
3.ام ةأفاكمو ناسحإ هنإف
ةجالحا 6تقو ءاgلجا 5وأ ةعينصلا 4ةافاولمو 
ميGع لب ,ذيذل عقوم هيف ةبغرلاو هيلا 
.0رك
1 et] om. T 1 وــل] وا OSf 2 باــبلا] لاــبلا Ob 3 اــم] om. 
EObVi, اــق Vh 4 ةاــفاولمو] ةاــفاولما اــفاو Oa, اــماو 
ةاــفاولما La 5 وأ] و SiLaOa 6 تــقو[ تــقوو Ob
avicenna : « $nd ever\one enMo\s something and admires something that is fit for 
him. And if (this were) about what one is prepared for and used to, then, for what 
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concerns preparation, one would have found pleasant and would have admired 
something that one would not enjoy or admire if it were not for that.
And in this domain (there are) guidance and good advice as well : indeed, this is 
some kind of benevolence and reward. And at the arrival of the good deed and of 
the reward when they are needed and wished for there is a pleasant occasion, but 
sizeable and valuable as well ».
Hermannus’ translation for Avicenna’s min Kāŏā l-bāb (in 75, 9) is huius quoque 
capituli seu intentionis. Unsurprisingly, double translations are not uncommon in 
the Latin version of the Rhetoric, so that we cannot exclude that the expression 
capituli seu intentionis was indeed based on the single word al-bāb. However, 
whereas the semantic link between al-bāb and capitulum is quite straightforward, 
this is not the case for al-bāb and intentio, since elsewhere the latter translates 
words like maʿnā and Taɓd34. It is therefore worth observing that the manuscript 
2b does not read al-bāb but al-bāl (‘mind, attention’), which — although 
graphically very similar to the original reading — actually comes much closer 
to Hermannus’ intention in terms of meaning. Accordingly, rather than a double 
translation, capituli seu intentionis could be the product of the insertion in the 
main text of a word that had been copied in the margin because of collation with 
a witness that shared the reading we find in On. The opposite process, i.e. the 
insertion by collation of the reading al-bāb in a witness that, like 2b testified al-
bāl, is also a possibility, and maybe an even more likely one, for the phrase with 
al-bāl is not very clear, and could have pushed a conscientious reader to compare 
his copy of the text with other sources. The events I described most probably 
happened within the process of transmission of the Arabic manuscripts, or, at 
most, contextually with Hermannus’ translation activity, for later contact with 
different streams of Arabic tradition could hardly have occurred. 
Ultimately, the Latin rendition of al-bāb in 75, 9 is another hint of a possible 
relationship between Hermannus’ Arabic source and 2b, but also a warning that 
this relationship could well be due to contamination rather than to genealogy. 
.. .afö-hu (‘it Kas been enouJK for Kim’ and Nifö\a (‘sufficienc\’
At the beginning of Hermannus’ second quote from Avicenna (.itāb al-
ḪLɡāba ,9. pp.   -  ) we find a discussion of ¶borrowed· ($rabic 
verb istaʿara, p. 216, 10) expressions, which is followed by some suggestions on 
how to avoid explicitly referencing shameful subjects, for in rhetoric pointing 
34 On the subject, see the discussion at paragraph 5.4, concerning the words aḫass, aƤsan and 
decentiam.
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at them by gesture rather than naming them is not an acceptable solution. 
Finally, Avicenna argues that antiphrastic references could be satisfactory for 
listeners. )or example in order to blame someone it could be beneficial to 
state that integrity is better than depravation, building an opposition between 
integrity and depravation, or even that ‘more integrity is better’, thus leaving 
the opposition implicit.
Hermannus avicenna p.  - Sölim
Et fortassis coordinabit oppositum 
opposito secundum prepollentiam 
et dignitatem1 prout dictum est in 
predictis2 exemplis, et fortassis non 
faciet mentionem eius quod diversum 
est, sed solummodo hoc quod melius et 
nobilius est proponet et sufficiens erit 
hoc in illo processu.
,ىلولأاو ىرحلأا وه ام لباقم 1ركذ ا2رو 
ركذي 2مل ا2رو .نلاثلما ىف ركذ ام لثم 
ىرحلأاو ىلولأا ركذ لب ,فلاخلما كلذ 
هنيعب بابلا كلذ ىف 3هافكو ,هدحو
1 dignitatem] ut add. T 2 predictis] premissis 
P 
1 رـكذ] ىـف add. Ob 2 مـل] om. Ob 3 هاـفكو] ةيافكو 
ShSVhSi ESqObViL
avicenna : « And often the opposite of what is most proper and most apt is mentioned, 
like what was mentioned in the two examples. And often that different thing has 
not been mentioned, but only what is most proper and most apt [has been], and 
this has been enough for him [i.e. the listener] on this very question ».
The phrase هــنيعب باــبلا كــلذ ىــف هاــفكو, tKis Kas been enouJK for Kim on this very 
question printed b\ Sölim and attested ³ between others ³ b\ the manuscripts 
O, &b and 6f, appears in a different form in the witnesses 6K, 6, Vh, 6i, E, 6T, 2b, 
Vi, and L. ,n the latter group we find the infinitive Nifā\a (¶sufficienc\·) instead 
of the perfect Nafā followed by the personal pronoun –hu, which stands for the 
rhetor’s audience. .ifā\a seems to me a simplification of Nafā-Ku, for the second 
case implies a more complex syntactical structure that could easily have been 
ignored by an absent-minded copyist. 
Although Hermannus’ translation et sufficiens erit Koc in illo processu is 
characterized b\ a participle (sufficiens) rather than b\ an infinitive the absence 
of an\ reference to who exactl\ will be satisfied hints to the fact that the $rabic 
source of the /atin translation read an infinitive liNe Nifā\a — without personal 
attached pronoun — rather than a perfect like Nafā-Ku. Although the words 
Nifā\a and Nafā-Ku have a very similar rasm — so that this mistake is potentially 
polygenetic — the fact that 6K, 6, Vh, 6i, E, 6T, 2b, Vi, L, and Hermannus share a 
wrong reading does lend some weight to the hypothesis that they could be related.
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5.4. Aḫass (‘viler’), aƤsan (‘better’ and decentiam
In the course of the same chapter — and still within Hermannus’ second 
quote form the .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba — Avicenna also discusses which elements are 
relevant for the effectiveness of metaphorical expressions (.itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, IV.1, 
pp. 208, 5 - 209, 9), namely whether they spotlight nobler or viler aspects of what 
is described. Introduced for metaphors, this mechanism is extended to already 
existing expressions in the following terms :
Hermannus avicenna pp.   -   Sölim
Dictio enim que presentat rem honor-
atioris1 intentionis decentior existit. 
Significatum Tuippe ex significati rela-
tione2 decentiam3 nanciscitur4, quam-
vis per unamquamque dictionum pro-
prie sumptarum non intendatur nisi 
veritas unius significati prout dici 
potest de mulo quoniam est de genere 
equorum non connotando equam que 
ipsum genuit. Hoc quippe competen-
tius videbitur quam si dicatur quod sit 
de genere asinorum non connotando 
asinum.
نم ءىشلا ىلع عقي ىذلا mفللا نإف 
نم نسحأ وه 1مركأ ىنعم هل [يح 
هل [يح نم هيلع عقي ىذلا mفللا 
دحاو لك ناك 4نإو 3,سخأ 2ىنعم 
,دحاو ىنعم ةقيقلحا ىف هب دصقي امهنم 
نم Õرف 5لسن هنإ : لIبلل لاقي ام لثم 
: هل لاقي نا نم عقوأ هنإف ,Õرف ريغ 
.رامح ريغ نم رامح لسن
1 honoratioris] honorationis T 2 relatione] 
om. T  3 decentiam] decentia TP 4 nanciscitur] 
naciscitur T nascitur P
1 مرــكأ] مgــلا ObS 2 ىــنعم ... مرــكأ] om. Sh 3 
ســخأ] نــسحا ShOSCbSfL نــسحاو Ob 4 نإو] 
ShOSCbSfESqObLVi وــلو Si ذاو Sr 5 لــسن] 
لــسني LaCm
avicenna : « Indeed, the enunciation that happens to something insofar as it has a 
nobler meaning is more beautiful than the enunciation that happens to the thing 
insofar as it has a viler meaning, even if both of these were oriented towards just 
one meaning, like the fact of saying of the mule that it is offspring of a horse from 
something that is not a horse. And this is surely more tangible than the fact of 
saying ‘offspring of a donkey from something that is not a donkey’ ».
Hermannus’ text is somewhat problematic. Provisionally, I would translate 
it as follows : « namely, the enunciation which exhibits something that is more 
honorable is more respected. By all means, a meaning obtains respectability 
thanks to (its) relationship with the thing that is meant, although through any 
of the enunciations, if strictly understood, nothing else is meant but the truth of 
just one meaning ». Please note that with the expressions ‘meaning’ and ‘thing 
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that is meant’ I render the same Latin word, repeated twice in the same phrase 
(siJnificatum, apparent equivalent of the Arabic laf˂, and siJnificati equivalent 
of maʿnā). This is why the meaning of the expression siJnificatum Tuippe e[ 
siJnificati relatione decentiam nanciscitur is not clear at all. 6iJnificatum is often an 
equivalent for maʿnā35, while siJnificatio translates both maʿnā and dalladalāla 
(twice and four times respectively). However, in no other passage from Avicenna 
does Hermannus translate laf˂ with siJnificatum. Actually, laf˂ is almost always 
translated with dictio as here in the first line of the text36. 
I am therefore quite skeptical on the fact that in this passage the word 
siJnificatum actually translates Avicenna’s laf˂ in 208, 11. The problem is, of 
course, the second occurrence of this term, since, if it bears the same meaning 
of the first occurrence it maNes the phrase virtuall\ senseless. ,f on the other 
hand, it bears a different meaning, it could signify the thing that is meant (the 
‘reference’, opposed to the ‘meaning’, in Kripkean terminology like in the 
rendering of Hermannus’ passage offered above), which would give intelligibility 
to the phrase and, in a way, also a certain correspondence with Avicenna’s 
original text. Still, this seems quite far-fetched, for, by giving to the same word 
two different values in such a short space, Hermannus would have been asking 
of his reader a really needless interpretative effort. The odds that he would do 
so in the only occasion in which laf˂ is translated as siJnificatum are quite low.
 To explain the riddle if we assume the strict coincidence between the first 
and the second occurrence of siJnificatum, we could imagine that Hermannus’ 
Arabic text was somehow different from that of the other witnesses, offering 
something like fa-inna l-maʿnā allaŏī \aTaʿu ʿala\-Ki min Ƥa\ɠu maʿnā aƤsanun, but 
what seems most likely to me is that the mistake took place within the Latin 
manuscript tradition, and that, despite the agreement of the Toledo and the Paris 
manuscript on the reading siJnificatum, the original text was … intentionis (maʿnā) 
decentior existit. Dictio (laf˂) Tuippe e[ siJnificati relatione decentiam nanciscitur. 
Later on, the alternative (or double) translation siJnificatum (or seu siJnificatum) 
for maʿnā would have been inserted above intentionis. Finally, a copyist took it 
for a correction of dictio, so that it entered the text instead of it. After all, double 
translations are very common in Hermannus’ text, as we have seen in the case 
of rationes seu intentiones for maʿnā at 206, 13, cited in note.
Agreement on the textual history of Hermannus’ text, however, is not a 
prerequisite for the genealogical point I am going to make.
35 Hermannus does sometimes translate maʿnā with intentio : see, for example, .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, 
IV.1, p. 206, 13 (rationes seu intentiones), p. 207, 8 (rerum intentiones), and p. 210, 9 (intentionem), 
although in this text intentio can also stand for qaɓd (like in .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, IV.1, p. 206, 9).
36 See for example .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, IV.1, p. 209, 14, dictions. Only once laf˂ is translated with a 
verbal periphrasis (fa-iŏā saNata ʿan-Ku laf˂an, and if he does not refer to it ZitK a verbal e[pression, p. 
208, 8-9, translated as quando ... non sermocinando).
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It seems reasonable to me to understand the correspondence between 
Hermannus’ dictio enim que presentat rem honoratioris intentionis decentior existit. 
6iJnificatum Tuippe e[ siJnificati relatione decentiam nanciscitur and Avicenna’s 
ىذـلا mـفللا نـم نـسحأ وـه مرـكأ ىـنعم هـل [ـيح نـم ءىـشلا ىـلع عـقي ىذـلا mـفللا نإـف 
سـخأ ىـنعم هـل [ـيح نـم هـيلع عـقي as quite analytical. Dictio enim que presentat rem 
honoratioris intentionis decentior existit mirrors  ءىــشلا ىــلع عــقي ىذــلا mــفللا نإــف 
نــسحأ وــه مرــكأ ىــنعم هــل [ــيح نــم, while 6iJnificatum Tuippe e[ siJnificati relatione 
decentiam nanciscitur mirrors ســخأ ىــ نعم هــ ل [ــ يح نــ م هــ يلع عــقي ىذــ لا mــفللا نــ م. 
Otherwise, we could see both dictio enim que presentat rem honoratioris intentionis 
decentior existit and siJnificatum Tuippe e[ siJnificati relatione decentiam nanciscitur 
as a global, double translation of ســخأ ىــنعم … ىذــلا  mــفللا  نإــف, since this is 
a tool often deployed by Hermannus. I would rather discard this option, for 
the expressions dictio enim … decentior existit and siJnificatum Tuippe « decentiam 
nanciscitur are not synonymous (a precondition for viewing them as a double 
translation), and for it would leave the second term of comparison mــفللا  نــم 
ســخأ ىــنعم هــل [ــيح نــم هــيلع عــقي ىذــلا without an explicit equivalent, probably 
on the ground that it could be extrapolated from the first term of comparison.
If my analytical understanding of Hermannus’ translation is correct, then 
rem honoratioris intentionis stands for maʿnā aNram, decentior stands for aƤsan, and 
the presence of the substantive decentiam in the Latin text shows that its Arabic 
source must have read نــسحأ ىــنعم هــ ل [ــيح نــم هــيلع عــقي ىذــ لا mــفللا نــم (« that 
happens to the thing insofar as it has a better meaning »), as in 6K, O, 6, &b, 6f, and L, 
rather than سـخأ ىـنعم هـل [ـيح نـم هـيلع عـقي ىذـلا mـفللا نـم (« that happens to the 
thing insofar as it has a viler meaning ») as in Sölim·s edition (p.  -). The 
sense of the Avicennian paragraph requires a reading that could be semantically 
opposed to the comparative akram (‘nobler’, p. 208, 12), so that we can state with 
some confidence that Sölim·s choice aḫass was right, and that all the witnesses in 
favor of the innovative text aƤsan share a common ancestor, namely 6K, O, 6, &b, 
6f, L, Hermannus’ Arabic source, and 2b, whose text is Za-aƤsan.
A possible side effect of the loss of the opposition between akram and aḫass is 
that a subset of witnesses, i.e. 6 and 2b, also reads alzam, more necessary, instead of 
akram, while 6K, that often agrees with 6 and 2b has a lacuna that goes from the first 
to the second ىـنعم هـل [ـيح نـم. Therefore, if we think that Hermannus’ source was 
related to the group 6K, 6, 2b, we must also assume that these three manuscripts had 
a further common ancestor that was not shared by Hermannus’ source.
5.5. Identification of 0utanabbī as a poet
In .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, IV.1, p. 209, 3-4, part of Hermannus’ second quote, Avicenna 
is still discussing metaphorical expressions, and reworking Aristotle’s stance 
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that metaphors can be taken from better or worse species within the same 
gender37. One of the many examples of this offered in our text is a poetry verse :
Hermannus avicenna p.  - Sölim
Et istud propiniquum est ei quod dixit 
poeta Abultibi : 
« O fili Kerusti, o semicece, et, ut 
decentius dicam, o semividens ».
 1: بيطلا وبأ لاق امم بيرق اذهو
نإو  ىمعأ فصن 3اي ,Õورك نب 2ايأ 
ريصبلا فصن 4ايف ,رخفت
1 بــيطلا] يــبنتلما add. CbSf, رعــش add. ObCm 
2 اــيأ] اــيف OCbSf   3 اــي] اــم ObL   4  اــي] Ob
avicenna : « $nd this is similar to what $bɫ al-ɥa\\ib said : “Oh son of Kurawwas, 
oh half-blind person, and, if he is proud, oh half-seeing person” ».
,n his translation +ermannus points out $bɫ al-ɥa\\ib·s (or 0utanabbƮ·s) 
identity as a poet, which is implicit in the Arabic text, partially because for 
Avicenna’s readers this identity was very well known, and partially because the 
fact that the following quote is a verse emerges from its meter.
How did Hermannus himself come to the conclusion that he was dealing 
with a poetry text ? Was his grasp of Arabic culture deep enough to include 
basic information about $bɫ al-ɥa\\ib and his poetic activit\ " $bɫ al-ɥa\\ib·s 
fame notwithstanding, I do not think so. To begin with, his name is wrongly 
transliterated as Abultibi, which makes it unlikely that Hermannus was familiar 
with this historical personality. Moreover, the translator does not seem very 
interested in literary and poetical works as such, as we can see that other poetic 
examples are left untranslated (see e.g. Avicenna’s .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, IV.1, p. 210, 
4). If not from his personal culture, could Hermannus derive consciousness of 
$bɫ al-ɥa\\ib·s role as s poet from the immediate context ? Actually, the word 
ɐiʿr (‘poetry’) is sometimes cited in the previous pages, for poetry texts are the 
readiest source of examples for metaphors. However, although Hermannus 
could have been aware of the fact that poetry was somehow linked to Avicenna’s 
subject thanks to these appearances of the word poetry itself, this does not 
explain wh\ he recognized and marNed this as a verse while he neglected other 
poetic lines (see again .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, IV.1, p. 210, 4). What exactly could have 
alerted him to the fact that this words constituted a poetic text ? Expecting 
+ermannus to recognize the metrical structure seems somewhat too optimistic.
37 See aristotle, Aristotelis Ars Rhetorica, ed. W. D. ross, Oxford University Press, Oxford 1959, 
1405a15-16.
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Accordingly, the most likely source for our piece of information seems to 
have been his own Arabic manuscript, that probably had an indication similar 
to what we find in 2b and Cm. These witnesses insert the word ɐiʿr, ‘poetry’, 
immediatel\ after the name $bɫ al-ɥa\\ib. ,t seems liNe a title mistaNenl\ 
inserted in the Arabic text, for it has no syntactic links to the rest of the 
phrase : this is probably also the reason why Hermannus feels free to translate 
it with poeta rather than with poetria. Therefore, the Arabic source of the Latin 
translation and the manuscripts 2b and Cm would share an innovative reading 
(and a likely sign of kinship), if it were not that the insertion of a title in the text 
could have happened multiple times in the Arabic tradition.
5.6. 3lural or 'ual 1umber
This passage refers again to +ermannus· second $vicennian Tuote. ,n the first 
chapter of the fourth book, the .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba Avicenna discusses the respective 
efficac\ of altered tropic expressions and standard non-tropic expressions 
like, for example, red as opposed to beet red. After discussing the evocative value 
of freshly minted and already established metaphors, he focuses on the effect of 
augmentative and diminutive nouns.
Hermannus avicenna p.  - Sölim
Verum quando dicitur vulpes aut 
vulpecula, et quando dicitur minus1 
aut minusculum2 diversificatur per hoc 
significatum diversitate non modica. 
Oportet ergo in pluribus locis ut 
caveantur superfluitates utreque.
1,بليعث : ليقو ,نابلعث : ليق اذإ لب 
ىنعو ,ىطيعم : ليقو ,ىطعم : ليقو 
كلذب ىنعلما فلتخا ,ىطعم ريIصت 
نأ عضاولما رثكأ ىف بجيو .ا íديدش 
.اعيمج 2تاطارفلإا ىقوتي
1 minus] munus PT pc. 2 minusculum] 
munusculum PT
1 بــليعث] بــيلعث ShVi 2 تاــطارفلإا] ناــطارفلإا 
ShOSVhCbSfSqSrOb(a.c.)OaViCm
avicenna : « But whenever one says ‘big fox’ or ‘little fox’, and ‘a bit’ or ‘a small 
bit’ — and it means the reduction of the bit — in this case the meaning is very 
different. In most cases, the excesses should be globally avoided ».
The eye-catching difference between the likely text of Hermannus’ Arabic 
source and Sölim·s edition is the use of the explicitl\ dual adMective utreque to 
specify the substantive superÁuitates, while in the Arabic text the name is in the 
plural form al-ifrāɡāt. From the apparatus I provided, it can also be seen that the 
dual option al-ifrāɡān appears in a pretty large group of Avicennian witnesses, 
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so that we could be tempted to assume that Hermannus’ ancestor was related 
to this sizeable (and ancient) group of manuscripts because the\ happen to 
share a reading which also seems to be — crucially — wrong. However, it is 
not clear whether b\ printing the plural Sölim actuall\ made the best choice. 
There is an obvious sense in which it can be said that the excesses that should be 
avoided here are two, for, while in the parallel passage Aristotle only discusses 
diminutives38, in Avicenna augmentative and diminutive expressions are being 
discussed together. Moreover, the dual number, by clarifying which opposite 
excesses should be avoided, enables us to give a perspicuous translation of 
ǧāmiʿan as at the same time. Compared with ‘in most cases, both excesses should 
be avoided at the same time’, an expression like ‘in most cases, the excesses 
should be globally avoided’ (or, in R. Würsch’s translation In den meisten Flllen 
muss man sicK vor hbertreibunJen inJesamt Kten)39 could seem rather redundant. 
Moreover, the case for al-ifrāɡān is strengthened by the presence of a dual in the 
mirroring Aristotelian passage, both in Greek and in Arabic. Aristotle’s text in 
1405b34 is İ੝ȜĮȕİ૙ıșĮȚį੻įİ૙țĮ੿ʌĮȡĮĲȘȡİ૙ȞਥȞਕȞĳȠ૙ȞĲઁȝ੼ĲȡȚȠȞ, « however, in 
both cases care should be taken to preserve moderation », where the pronoun 
ਕȞĳȠ૙Ȟ probably refers to țĮ੿ĲઁțĮțઁȞțĮ੿ĲઁਕȖĮșંȞ (« that which is good and 
that which is bad », 1405b30), both of which can be belittled by diminutives. The 
Arabic version of the Rhetoric in Lyons’s edition40 translates 1405b34 as follows : 
دـصقلا اعيمج نـيرملأا ىف ىـخوتنو اـنهاه ىـّقوتن نا ىـIبني دـقو (« and we should beware 
here and aim at frugality in both things at the same time »). %adawƮ prints al-
umūr instead of al-amra\n, probably because of a different optical reading of the 
ms. Paris, BNF, Arabe 2346, but the Greek original ਕȞĳȠ૙Ȟ makes Lyons’s solution 
more likely41. Finally, the dual number appears in the rhetorical section of Bar 
Hebraeus’ The Cream of Wisdom, a Syriac summa that, as far as our subject is 
concerned, has Avicenna’s .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba and the Greek-Arabic translation of 
Aristotle’s Rhetoric as its main sources42.
If then al-ifrāɡāt is an eas\ trivialization of al-ifrāɡān, the fact that the latter, 
correct, reading is shared by Hermannus and a long list of Arabic witnesses does 
not tell us anything about the relationship of the source of the Latin translation 
38 See aristotle, Aristotelis Ars Rhetorica cit., 1405b29-34.
39 See r. WürscH, Avicennas %earbeitunJ der AristoteliscKen 5KetoriN .laus Schwarz 9erlag %erlin 
1991, p. 114.
40 aristotle, Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica  7Ke Arabic 9ersion, ed. m. c. lyons, Pembroke Arabic Texts, 
Cambridge 1982.
41 See aristotle, 5Ketorica in versione arabica vetusta, ed. ʿa. Badawī 0aNtabat an-1ahŐa al-
0iɓrƮ\a &airo 1951.
42 See Bar HeBraeus, Aristotelian Rhetoric in 6\riac %arKebraeus Butyrum Sapientiae, Book of 
Rhetoric, ed. Watt cit., p. 247.
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and Avicenna’s Arabic manuscripts. On the other hand, we can probably assume 
that the witnesses that erroneously read al-ifrāɡāt were somehow related43, 
although allowances must be made for the possibility of a plural genesis of the 
mistake and for the effects of contamination. We see contamination in act in 2b, 
where the original reading al-ifrāɡān was substituted with al-ifrāɡāt.
.. <urödu bi-hi (‘tKrouJK ZKicK one aims at’
In .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, IV.1 there is a long section devoted to the four species 
of ‘cold enunciations’ (al-alfā˂ al-bārida pp.   -   Sölim parallel 
to III, 2 of Aristotle’s Rhetoric), like periphrastic expressions, foreign words, 
uncommon and tropic expressions, and whether or not they are appropriate 
in rhetoric and poetic contexts. The longest description is allotted to the third 
species of stylistically cold enunciations, whose frigidity does not derive from 
the fact that they are long, composite or metaphorical, but from the fact that 
their understanding is not immediate. At the same time, Avicenna broaches 
the subject of the relationship between these expressions and meter, which 
was already discussed in Aristotle’s text in 1406b1-4. Aristotle uses the words 
įȚșȣȡĮȝȕȠʌȠȚȠ૙Ȣ, ਥʌȠʌȠȚȠ૙Ȣ and ੁĮȝȕİ૙ȠȚȢ, which, mirrored by the Arabic 
transliteration of Greek words dīɠūrāmbū, afā, and a\āmbū, were bound to be 
an obstacle for Hermannus. While Averroes overlooks them all, Avicenna does 
give a transliteration for all of them (based of course upon the Arabic version) 
explaining how the first two are to be used as well (in     and  ).
,t is in this context that we find the following passage which is relevant not 
so much for its content, but rather for the way in which Arabic manuscripts 
witness it and for the translation offered by Hermannus.
Hermannus avicenna pp.   -   Sölim
Dictio vero extranea pertinet metro 
nominato ‘effron’, et est metrum quo 
utuntur ad inducendum pavorem seu 
terrorem in legibus et constitutionibus 
rerum1 publicarum, ad incitandum 
mentes hominum ut insistant rebus 
honestis et fugiant a contrariis...
ىمسلما نزولل حلصيف بيرIلا امأو 
يف رملأا ليوهت 2هب 1داري نزو هنإف ”ىفا“ 
رذحي وأ 3عشخيل ,عئارشلاو تاسايسلا ...
1 rerum] om. P 1 دارــي] هــندلا ShSOb 2 هــب] ShSOb 3 عــشخيل] 
عجــشيل ESqVi
43 The relevant witnesses are 6i, E, La, L, and 2b (p.c.).
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avicenna : « And as far as what is abstruse is concerned, it is good for the meter 
which is called $fö. ,ndeed it is a meter through which one aims at making 
something scary in administrative things and laws, so that people will be 
submissive or fearful ».
Instead of the relative clause \urādu bi-Ki (« through which it is aimed at … », 
or « through which one aims at… »), in the manuscripts 6K, 6 and 2b we find 
هــ ندلا, a likely vox nihili. Whether this innovation is based on the mere alteration 
of the rasm هــď دارــď or rather on a meaningful and graphically similar expression 
like li-adnā (which would give rise to the translation « a meter for the lowest 
[possible level of] fear »), this mistake is hardly reversible or polygenetic, so 
that 6K, 6, and 2b must share a common ancestor. The very fact that هــندلا is a 
meaningless expression also rules out the possibility of its presence being due 
to contamination, while this could easily be the case for its absence from other 
witnesses eventually related to 6K, 6, and 2b, for this unintelligible word could 
have prompted a zealous cop\ist (or reader) to checN other sources and restore 
the correct reading. If Hermannus’ Arabic source was indeed linked to the 
common ancestor of 6K, 6, and 2b, this is possibly the reason why it still offered 
the correct reading \urādu bi-Ki, which Hermannus correctly substitutes with 
words cognate of induco (ad introducendum and inductio) at p.   of Sölim·s 
edition as well. Of course, the possibility that Hermannus’ translation conveys 
the right reading independently from mss. 6K, 6, and 2b remains open.
6. conclusions
Hermannus’ text does share a few innovative readings with 2b, for some of 
which, however, collation could have played a role. This is the case of capituli 
seu intentionis/al-bāb (discussed in paragraph 5.2) and poeta/ɐiʿr (discussed in 
paragraph 5.5). Other mistakes are potentially polygenetic, like in the case of 
Nifā\a/sufficiens (see paragraph 5.3). Nonetheless, in other passages confusing 
forces like collation and polygenesis of errors are a less likely explanation, as for 
the omission of bi-l-ǧafāʾ (at paragraph 5.1), for aƤsan/decentiam (paragraph 5.4), 
and for al-ifraɡān/superÁuitates utreTue (paragraph 5.6).
2b also shares innovative readings with the much older 6K and 6, so that this 
triplet is surely interrelated (see, for example, paragraphs 5.4 and 5.7). Since it 
is not clear whether all the mistakes shared by 6K, 6, and 2b are in Hermannus’ 
Arabic source as well, we must assume that either the relationship between 
Hermannus and 2b does not extend to 6K and 6, or that these mistakes where 
present in Hermannus’ Arabic source as well, but they have been ‘hidden’ by 
the translation process. ,n the first h\pothesis it would be more reasonable to 
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ascribe the similarity between 2b and the Latin version to collation. On the other 
hand, if the second hypothesis is true, and with the large dose of caution made 
mandatory by the brevity of Hermannus’ Avicennian excerpts, the relationship 
between 6K, 6, 2b, and the Latin translation could also be genealogical.
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FRÉDÉRIQUE WOERTHER
Citer/traduire. 
La traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique d’Aristote 
par +ermann l’$llemand et les citations d’al-)öröbƮ et $verroqs 
/a traduction latine de la version arabe de la Rhétorique d’Aristote a été réalisée 
à une date inconnue par Hermann l’Allemand. Entreprise à la demande de Jean, 
chancelier du roi de &astille alors archevrTue de %urgos (-)1 elle semble 
avoir ptp commencpe entre  et   elle a en tout cas ptp publipe en mrme 
temps Tue les Didascalia in Rethoricam Aristotelis ex glosa Alfarabii prologue du 
*rand &ommentaire d·al-)öröbƮ j la Rhétorique d’Aristote2 et Tue la traduction 
arabo-latine du &ommentaire mo\en j la Poétique d·$verroqs en . 
&ette traduction est auMourd·hui prpservpe dans deux manuscrits conservps 
à Paris (P = Parisinus Latinus  saec. xiii4) et j Tolqde (T   Toletanus 47.15, 
saec. xiii5). Un manuscrit de Florence (F = Laurentianus Plut. 90. Sup. 64, saec. xv6) a 
prpservp sur deux folios les passages d·$verroqs Tui ont ptp utilisps par +ermann 
dans sa traduction7. ,l n·existe auMourd·hui aucune pdition critiTue de cette 
version arabo-latine de la Rhétorique en dppit de l·intprrt philologiTue historiTue 
et philosophiTue Tu·elle pourrait reprpsenter et Tu·on a soulignp ailleurs8.
1 W. F. Boggess, Hermannus Alemannus’s rhetorical translations, « Viator », 2, 1971, pp. 227-250.
2 Les Didascalia vont bient{t paravtre dans une nouvelle pdition rpalispe par 0. $ouad et moi-
mrme avec une traduction franoaise des notes et un commentaire. 
 Voir le Prologue d·+ermann en annexe.
4 3our une description de ce manuscrit et de son contenu voir AL I 581, et B. schneider, Die 
mittelalterlichen griechisch-lateinischen Übersetzungen der aristotelischen Rhetorik :alter De *ru\ter 
%erlin  pp. - auxTuels on peut aMouter la description suivante de la composition du 
manuscrit en cahiers :  Tuaternions ()   trinion ()   Tuaternions () >4 (8), 24 () 4 
(24), 44 () 4 (40), 64 (48), 74 (56), 84 (64), 94 (72), 104 (80), 114 (88), 124 () 4 (104), 144 (112), 154 
(120), 164 (128), 174 () 4 (144), 19 (150), 204 (158), 214 (166), 224 ()@.
5 9oir $/ , - et schneider, Die mittelalterlichen griechisch-lateinischen Übersetzungen der 
aristotelischen Rhetorik cit., pp. -.
6 Voir AL I 925-926.
7 9oir 0. AouAd (éd., intr., trad., comm.), Averroès, Commentaire moyen à la Rhétorique,  vols. 9rin 
3aris  vol. , p.  et p. .
8 F. Woerther, Le rôle des traductions dans les traditions textuelles : les versions arabe et arabo-latine de 
la Rhétorique d’Aristote, in d. smith éd., Les enjeux intellectuels des pratiques d’édition /es &lassiTues 
*arnier 3aris (j paravtre).
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&ompte tenu du faible nombre de manuscrits pour cette tradition il est 
impossible de proposer un stemma et de décrire l’interdépendance des copies 
conservpes 3 T et ). 9oici toutefois les remarTues Tue l·on peut formuler. ) 
(pour ce Tui est des citations d·$verroqs) semble dppendre d·un manuscrit 
appartenant j la mrme famille Tue 3. 3 prpsente gpnpralement de meilleures 
leoons par rapport j T Tui comporte des lacunes et des erreurs (sans compter 
l˞altpration de certains folios due j l˞humiditp) mais il ne faut pas pour autant 
pliminer les leoons de T Tui permettent j l·occasion de corriger certains passages 
erronés de P9.
1. LA version ArABo-LAtine de LA rhétorique en contexte
$vant d·examiner les procpdures emplo\pes par +ermann lorsTu·il recourt 
j al-)öröbƮ et $verroqs il importe de resituer la version arabo-latine de la 
Rhétorique d·$ristote dans son contexte.
1.1. La copie arabe
Hermann10 a rpalisp sa traduction j partir d·une copie arabe de la Rhétorique, 
Tui appartient j la mrme tradition Tue le texte utilisp par al-)öröbƮ $vicenne 
et $verroqs lorsTu·ils rpdigqrent leurs commentaires respectifs j la Rhétorique11.
&ette version arabe de la Rhétorique est l·une des trois versions rppertoripes 
dans le Fihrist d·,bn al-1adƮm12 Tui mentionne en effet premiqrement une 
traduction « ancienne » plaborpe avant l·ppoTue de Ʃuna\n deuxiqmement 
9 3our pditer les passages d·al-)öröbƮ et $verroqs nous avons par ailleurs adoptp les principes 
suivants : les variantes orthographiTues n·ont pas ptp mentionnpes dans les apparats certains 
manuscrits a\ant recours j des abrpviations pour les mots dont l·orthographe est Áuctuante. 
2n a donc conservp l·orthographe courante des mots inquit (contre inquid), enthimema (contre 
entimema), rhetorica (contre rethorica) etc. /a ponctuation a ptp adaptpe aux normes actuelles.
10 0. grignAschi (intr., éd.), al-Fārābī, Deux ouvrages inédits sur la Réthorique, 2. Didascalia in 
Rethoricam Aristotelis ex glosa Alpharabii Dar al-0ashreT %e\routh  pp. -.
11 &oncernant $verroqs on sait Tu˞il a utilisp pour la rpdaction de son &ommentaire mo\en 
(leTuel suit le texte arabe du Stagirite de suffisamment prqs pour Tue l˞on puisse procpder j une 
comparaison littprale entre la version arabe d˞$ristote et la version arabe du &ommentaire) une 
version diffprente de celle Tui est conservpe dans le Parisinus Arabus . En effet non seulement 
les chapitres de la Rhétorique ,, - sont absents dans la copie utilispe par $verroqs alors Tu·ils 
sont prpsents dans le manuscrit de la %ibliothqTue 1ationale mais encore le Parisinus Arabus  
n·a pas conservp le passage de Rhétorique ,,,  a  - ,,,  a  Tui a pourtant ptp 
commentp par $verroqs.
12 0. AouAd, La Rhétorique. Tradition syriaque et arabe, in Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, I, 
Édition du CNRS, Paris 1989, pp. 455-472, et id., La Rhétorique. Tradition syriaque et arabe. Compléments, 
in Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques. Supplément edition du &15S 3aris  pp. -.
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une traduction rpalispe par ,sƤaT ,bn Ʃuna\n (m. ) et troisiqmement la 
traduction d˞,brahƮm b. ʿ$bdallöh (m. ca ). /·uniTue version Tui nous soit 
parvenue de la traduction arabe de la Rhétorique est l’« ancienne » traduction — 
peut-rtre rpalispe j partir d·un intermpdiaire s\riaTue ³ et dont l·examen de 
 /·utilisation d·un intermpdiaire s\riaTue pourrait expliTuer certaines mplectures de la 
traduction arabe. /\ons suppose un tel intermpdiaire dans son pdition. 0rme si aucun manuscrit 
actuellement conservp ne contient de version s\riaTue de la Rhétorique et Tu·on n·a aucune preuve 
Tu·une traduction s\riaTue de la rhptoriTue ait existp avant le xe s. ni Tu·un aristotplicien de langue 
s\riaTue de cette ppriode se soit intpresspe j ce texte en particulier (-. :. WAtt, Aristotelian Rhetoric 
in Syriac. Barhebraeus, Butyrum Sapientiae, Book of Rhetoric %rill /eiden - %oston  p. ) deux 
plpments rendraient toutefois plausible l·h\pothqse Tu·une traduction s\riaTue de la Rhétorique 
aurait existp j date ancienne (8. vAgeLpohL, Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the East. The Syriac and Arabic 
Translation and Commentary Tradition, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2008, pp. 55-61) : l·intprrt des prudits 
de langue s\riaTue (comme $thanase de %alad -acob d·edesse ou *eorges pvrTue des $rabes 
au viie s.) pour l’Organon et  le r{le central Moup par les textes de logiTue ³ dont fait partie la 
Rhétorique ³ non seulement dans les cercles philosophiTues et scientifiTues mais pgalement et 
plus largement dans le cadre des ptudes de thpologie (pour apprendre j formuler un problqme et j 
en dpbattre) et de mpdecine (la logiTue faisant partie du cursus scolaire par exemple j $lexandrie). 
&ependant il convient de remarTuer Tue pour des raisons religieuses l·ptude de l·Organon dans 
les pcoles chrptiennes fut restreinte j certaines parties du corpus Tui aurait exclu la Rhétorique et 
la Poétique lesTuelles n·auraient pas ptp traduites en s\riaTue j date ancienne : ce n·est Tu·aprqs 
la conTurte musulmane Tue cette restriction fut levpe et Tue l·enseignement de la logiTue prit 
une nouvelle forme. De plus si les auteurs s\riaTues connaissaient la Rhétorique au moment où le 
texte a ptp traduit en arabe cette connaissance n·ptait pas npcessairement pcrite ou textuelle. -ohn 
Watt (Aristotelian Rhetoric in Syriac cit. pp. -) a rpcemment montrp Tue la traduction s\riaTue de 
la Rhétorique sur laTuelle s·est appu\p %ar +ebraeus (m. ) pour rpdiger son commentaire ³ le 
Butyrum sapientiae ³ est trqs proche de la version arabe et Tue cet auteur a retranscrit les termes 
grecs lj o la traduction arabe a utilisp les pTuivalents arabes. 3ar conspTuent ³ comme le texte 
s\riaTue contenu dans le Butyrum sapientiae n·est pas une traduction de l·arabe ³ soit la traduction 
arabe a ptp effectupe j partir de la version s\riaTue soit les traductions arabe et s\riaTue ont ptp 
rpalispes j partir de sources grecTues trqs semblables soit le traducteur arabe travaillant j partir 
du grec a consultp la version s\riaTue de la Rhétorique Tui a aussi ptp utilispe par %ar +ebraeus. 
Dans la comparaison Tu·il a rpcemment propospe des versions grecTue et arabe de la premiqre 
partie du livre ,,, de la Rhétorique (Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the East cit. pp. -) 8we 9agelpohl 
suggqre Tue la traduction arabe du traitp prpsente des similitudes avec les techniTues emplo\pes 
dans le cercle d·al-.indƮ et Tu·elle a ptp directement effectupe j partir du texte grec. D·aprqs lui en 
effet les s\riacismes de la traduction arabe de la Rhétorique ne doivent pas rtre automatiTuement 
interprptps en faveur de l·utilisation d·un intermpdiaire s\riaTue car ils ont pu affecter la version 
arabe j diffprents moments de la traduction et de la transmission du texte (&f. :. 3. heinrichs, 
Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica. The Arabic Version, ed. M. Lyons, Cambridge, 1982, « =eitschrift fr *eschichte 
der $rabisch-,slamischen :issenschaften », 1, 1984, pp. - >pp. -@). De plus il importe 
touMours de garder en mpmoire Tu·un traducteur chrptien habitup au s\riaTue peut commettre 
des s\riacismes alors mrme Tu·il traduit directement du grec vers l·arabe (&f. ). ZimmermAnn, The 
Origins of the so-called Theology of Aristotle, in J. KrAye, W. F. ryAn, c. B. schmitt eds., Pseudo-Aristotle 
in the Middle Ages : The Theology and other texts The :arburg ,nstitute /ondon  pp. - >p. 
@ : « :e must bear in mind that a &hristian translator accustomed to S\riac routines of literar\ 
expression might commit S\riacisms even when translating from *reeN. 2nl\ in ver\ special cases 
does a peculiar turn of phrase in a *raeco-$rabic text point uneTuivocall\ to a S\riac substratum »).
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la terminologie du st\le et des contresens indiTue en effet une date antprieure j 
Ʃuna\n. Elle a probablement ptp rpalispe au viiie s. puisTue des notes marginales 
« portent tpmoignage d·une copie de  + d·une collation de  + et d·un lecteur 
de  + ce Tui nous ramqnerait j  ap. -.-&. »14. Elle est conservpe j 3aris dans 
une copie uniTue datpe du xiie s. (Parisinus Arabus ) et dont l·ptat matpriel 
ne permet plus auMourd·hui la consultation directe. 8ne remarTue marginale du 
manuscrit15 indiTue Tue le texte du Parisinus Arabus  est une copie du texte 
d·,bn al-SamƤ (m. ) leTuel a pditp au xie s. le texte arabe j partir de deux 
versions arabes de la Rhétorique et d·une version s\riaTue Tu·il avait pgalement j 
sa disposition et j laTuelle il a eu recours Tuand les deux versions arabes ptaient 
obscures ou insuffisantes pour ptablir un texte comprphensible. 
1.2. Hermann l’Allemand 
/es informations biographiTues dont on dispose sur +ermann l·$llemand 
sont peu nombreuses et assez lacunaires mrme si l·on a rpcemment tentp de 
reconstituer la vie de ce personnage de faoon un peu plus prpcise notamment j 
partir des archives de Tolqde16. 
,l fut probablement nommp pvrTue d·$storga en  avant de mourir dans 
cette fonction en . Entre  et  +ermann rpalisa les six traductions 
suivantes : traduction latine du &ommentaire mo\en j l·Éthique à Nicomaque 
d·$verroqs achevpe le  Muin  j Tolqde17 ; traduction latine de la Summa 
14 AouAd, La Rhétorique. Tradition syriaque et arabe cit., p. 457.
15 /es informations tirpes des notes marginales du manuscrit  ont ptp anal\spes par Lyons, 
pp. ii-vi, et vAgeLpohL, Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the East cit. pp. -. 
16 &f. 5. gonZALveZ ruiZ, Hombres y libros de Toledo, 1086-1300, Fundación Ramón Areces, 0adrid 
 pp. -. Sur +ermann l·$llemand ses traductions et la bibliographie affprente voir aussi : 
G. H. Luquet, Hermann l’Allemand († 1272), « 5evue de l·+istoire des 5eligions », 44, 1901, pp. 407-422 ; 
J. Ferreiro ALempArte, Hermann el alemán, traductor del siglo XIII en Toledo, « Hispania Sacra »   
pp. 9-56  0. péreZ gonZáLeZ, Hermann el Alemán, traductor de la Escuela de Toledo, « Anales Toledanos », 
29, 1992, pp. 17-28, et R. gonZALveZ ruiZ, El traductor Hermann el Alemán, in A. m. LopeZ-ALvAreZ et AL. 
eds.,  La Escuela de Traductores de Toledo Disputaciyn 3rovincial de Toledo Toledo  pp. -.
17 &f. &olophon : Dixit translator. Et ego compleui eius translationem ex arabico in latinum die iouis 
mensis iunii anno ab incarnatione Domini MCCXL apud urbem Toletanam in capella Sanctae Trinitatis 
(/e traducteur a dit. Et M·ai achevp sa traduction de l·arabe en latin le  Muin de l·annpe  
de l·incarnation du Seigneur dans la ville de Tolqde en la chapelle de la Sainte Trinitp). &ette 
paternitp Tui n·est pas absolument certaine dans la mesure o le colophon mentionne seulement 
« le traducteur » non le nom explicite de +ermann a cependant ptp rpcemment dpmontrpe par 
D. N. Hasse, à partir d’une comparaison minutieuse des traductions latines de certaines particules 
de liaison et autres expressions logiTues arabes dans D. 1. hAsse, Latin Averroes Translations of the 
First Half of The Thirteenth Century 2lms +ildesheim - =rich - 1ew <orN . Sur le &ommentaire 
d·$verroqs j l·Éthique à Nicomaque voir 0. AouAd, F. Woerther, Le Commentaire par Averroès du 
chapitre 9 du livre X de l’Éthique à Nicomaque : pédagogie de la contrainte, habitudes et lois, « 0planges de 
l·8niversitp Saint--oseph »   pp. -.
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Alexandrinorum (abrpgp arabe de l·Éthique à Nicomaque) achevpe le  avril 
 ou  selon toute probabilitp j Tolqde  traduction latine de la version 
arabe de la Rhétorique d’Aristote  traduction latine du &ommentaire mo\en j 
la Poétique d·$verroqs achevpe j Tolqde le  mars  ; traduction latine des 
Didascalia in Rethoricam ex glosa Alfarabii — appelée aussi « glose » dans les textes 
Tui les signalent non datpe ³ prologue du *rand &ommentaire d˞al-)öröbƮ j la 
Rhétorique d’Aristote ; traduction partielle des Psaumes (1-70) en castillan à partir 
du texte hpbreu probablement rpalispe elle aussi j Tolqde18. Semblant appartenir 
j un proMet plus vaste ³ celui d·une traduction de la %ible en castillan ³ cette 
traduction soulqve la Tuestion de savoir si +ermann connaissait suffisamment 
l·hpbreu pour aborder cette tkche ou s·il s·est fait assister dans son travail.
/e tpmoignage de son contemporain 5oger %acon Tu·il rencontra j 3aris 
entre  et  nous fait connavtre sa mpthode de travail et ses compptences 
en langue arabe19 :
« +eremannus Tuidem $lemannus adhuc vivit episcopus cui fui valde familiaris. 
4ui mihi sciscitanti eum de libris logicae Tuibusdam Tuos habuit transferendos 
in $rabico dixit ore rotundo Tuod nescivit logicam et ideo non ausus fuit 
transferre. Et certe si logicam nescivit non potuit alias scire scientias sicut decet. 
1ec $rabicum bene scivit ut confessus est Tuia magis fuit aMiutor translationum 
Tuam translator  Tuia Sarascenos tenuit secum in +ispania Tui fuerunt in suis 
translationibus principales ».
« +ermann l·$llemand est un pvrTue vivant encore auMourd·hui et dont Me fus 
un ami trqs proche. $lors Tue Me l·interrogeais sur certains livres de logiTue Tu·il 
avait fait traduire en arabe il me dit d·une voix pleine Tu·il ignorait la logiTue 
et Tue c·ptait la raison pour laTuelle il n·avait pas osp les traduire. $ssurpment 
sans la connaissance de la logiTue il n·aurait pas pu connavtre les autres sciences 
comme il convient. ,l n·avait pas non plus une bonne connaissance de l·arabe 
comme il le confessa puisTu·il fut davantage un assistant de traductions Tu·un 
traducteur puisTu·il avait des Sarrasins avec lui en Espagne Tui dirigqrent ses 
traductions »20.
$u dpbut du xxe siqcle le biographe d·+ermann *eorges-+enri /uTuet notait 
à son tour :
18 0. :. de diego LoBeJón, El Salterio de Hermann el Alemán. Ms Escurialense I-j-8. Primera traducción 
castellana de la Biblia 8niversidad de 9alladolid 9alladolid .
19 Voir W. F. Boggess, Hermannus Alemannus and the Sandy Desert of Zarabi, « -ournal of the $merican 
2riental Societ\ », 86, 1966, pp. 418-419. 
20 F. R. BAcon, Opus Tertium. Opus Minus. Compendium Philosophiae, ed. J. S. BreWer /ongman 
London 1859, pp. 471-472.
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« 4uel procpdp emplo\a +ermann pour faire ses traductions " 2n connavt le 
procpdp constant des traducteurs du 0o\en-Çge. 8n -uif converti traduisait 
en langue vulgaire en espagnol par exemple la traduction arabe du texte 
grec et c·ptait cette seconde traduction Tue traduisait en latin celui Tui signait 
la traduction dpfinitive. +ermann suivait une mpthode analogue avec cette 
diffprence Tu·il emplo\a non des -uifs mais des $rabes. /e tpmoignage de %acon 
Tui le dit expresspment se trouve confirmp par certaines particularitps de ces 
traductions notamment dans la transcription des noms propres Tui montrent 
Tu·elles sont l·±uvre de musulmans connaissant la langue savante »21.
Toutefois l·examen d·au moins trois traductions rpalispes par +ermann 
— celle de la Rhétorique, des Didascalia et du &ommentaire mo\en j l·Éthique à 
Nicomaque22 ³ tendrait j nuancer le tpmoignage de %acon et l·observation de 
/uTuet. 1on seulement la compptence d·+ermann en arabe semble en effet avoir 
ptp bien meilleure Tue ce Tue lui-mrme affirme selon %acon ³ et sans doute 
+ermann ne pouvait-il faire preuve Tue de modestie devant son ami ³ mais 
certains passages de ses traductions indiTuent aussi Tue le travail aurait ptp 
rpalisp en pTuipes parallqles ou en atelier plut{t Tue par un seul individu. 
&es observations dont le caractqre est encore trop gpnpral ne vaut sans 
doute pas pour toutes les traductions Tui ont ptp expcutpes par +ermann ou 
sous le nom d’Hermann : seule une ptude plus approfondie des techniTues de 
traduction rpalispes sur les textes eux-mrmes permettrait en effet de distinguer 
prpcispment les diffprentes mpthodes et procpdures Tui ont ptp mises en ±uvre 
dans chacun des traitps arabes traduits en latin par +ermann.
.. Le témoignage d’Hermann
/e dernier tpmoignage Tue l·on ait conservp sur la traduction arabo-latine de 
la Rhétorique provient d·+ermann lui-mrme Tui a fait prpcpder les versions latines 
de la Rhétorique et du &ommentaire d·$verroqs j la Poétique d·un prologue (dont on 
trouvera l·pdition rpalispe j partir de 3 et T dans l·$nnexe I de cette contribution).
$prqs avoir soulignp l·inscription de la Rhétorique et de la Poétique parmi 
les traitps de logiTue conformpment j l·interprptation orientale de l·Organon 
21 Luquet, Hermann l’Allemand († 1272) cit., pp. 415-416.
22 S. hArvey, F. Woerther, Averroes’ Middle Commentary on Book I of the Nicomachean Ethics, « Oriens », 
42, 2014, pp. 254-287 ; Woerther, Le rôle des traductions dans les traditions textuelles cit. ; eAd., Les 
translittérations dans la version latine du Commentaire moyen à l’Éthique à Nicomaque, « Bulletin de 
3hilosophie 0pdipvale », 56, 2014, pp. 61-89 ; eAd., Les noms propres dans le Commentaire moyen à 
l’Éthique à Nicomaque d’Averroès. Contribution à une étude sur les traductions latine et hébraïque du 
Commentaire (j paravtre) ; eAd., Les fragments arabes du Commentaire moyen à l’Éthique à Nicomaque 
d’Averroès (en préparation).
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aristotplicien Tui a ptp entre autres suivie par al-)öröbƮ $vicenne et $verroqs 
+ermann s·excuse de la « difficultp » et de la « rudesse » de sa traduction laTuelle 
n·est pas moins difficile ni rude dit-il Tue la langue des deux textes arabes Tu·il 
a traduits. &·est cette obscuritp de la version grpco-arabe de la Rhétorique Tui 
poursuit-il a poussp al-)öröbƮ le premier j rpdiger un commentaire Tui puisse en 
dpterminer la signification tout en supprimant les exemples grecs Tui restaient j 
ses \eux imppnptrables  c·est cette obscuritp aussi Tui expliTue pourTuoi touMours 
d·aprqs +ermann l·exposp d·al-)öröbƮ n·est pas dppourvu d·incertitudes et n·a pas 
ptp menp ³ du moins d·aprqs les tpmoignages d·$vicenne et d·$verroqs ³ MusTu·j 
son terme  c·est cette obscuritp enfin Tui expliTue Tue la Rhétorique et la Poétique 
aient ptp MusTu·ici npgligpes par les $rabes et Tui Mustifie Tu·+ermann ait cherchp 
³ non sans difficultp par ailleurs ³ de l·aide pour comprendre ses textes :
« Quod autem hia duo libri logicales sint nemo dubitat Tui perspexerit libros 
$rabum famosorumb $lfarabii videlicet et $vicennec et $venrosdid et Tuorundam 
aliorum. ,mo ex ipso textu manifestius hoce patebit. («) 1ec miretur TuisTuam vel 
indignetur de difficultate vel Tuasi ruditate translationis. 1am multo difficilius et 
rudius ex greco in arabicum est translata ita Tuod $lfarabius Tui primus conatus 
est ex rethorica aliTuem intellectum glosando elicere multa exempla greca 
propter ipsorum obscuritatem pertransiens derelinTuitf. Et propter eandem 
causam multa dubie exposuit  et ut $vicennag et $venrosdh estimant propter hanc 
etiam causam glosam usTue ad finem negocii non perduxit. Et isti TuoTue duo 
viri in finibus tractatuum suorum Tuos imitantes $ristotelemi composuerunt, 
sic inTuiunt. +oc est Tuod intelligere et exciperej potuimus de translatione Tue 
pervenit ad nos horum voluminum $ristotelisk. ,deoTue usTue hodie etiam apud 
arabes hil duo libri Tuasi neglecti sunt et vix unum invenire potui Tui mecum 
studendo in ipsis vellet diligentius laborare ».
a hi P : hii T   b perspexerit libros $rabum famosorum 3 : libros $rabum prospexerit T 
c avicenne 3 : aviscenne T   d averrosdi 3 : avenrosd T   e hoc P : hic T   f derelinTuit 3 : 
dereliTuid T   g avicenna 3 : aviscenna T   h averrosd 3 : avenrosdi T   i aristotelem P : 
aristotilis   j excipere 3 : excerpere T   k aristotelis P : aristotilis T   l hi P : hii T
« 2r Tue ces deux livres relqvent de la logiTue personne n·en doute une fois 
Tue l·on aura considprp les livres des $rabes cplqbres Me veux parler d·al-)öröbƮ 
$vicenne $verroqs et certains autres. %ien plus : c·est le texte lui-mrme Tui 
fera apparavtre plus pvident encore ce caractqre logiTue!. («) Et il n·\ a pas 
lieu de s·ptonner ou de s·indigner du caractqre difficile ou pour ainsi dire de 
la rudesse de la traduction car la traduction du grec en arabe a ptp rpalispe de 
faoon beaucoup plus difficile et plus rude : aussi al-)öröbƮ Tui le premier s·est 
efforcp par sa glose d·arracher j la rhptoriTue TuelTue sens a laissp tomber en 
les ignorant de nombreux exemples en grec en raison de leur obscuritp. Et c·est 
pour la mrme raison Tue son exposp (sc. al-)öröbƮ) comporte de nombreuses 
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incertitudes et comme $vicenne et $verroqs le pensent c·est pour cette raison 
aussi Tu·il n·a pas poursuivi sa glose MusTu·j la fin de son travail. Et ces deux 
hommes dirent j la fin de leurs traitps Tu·ils composqrent en imitant $ristote : 
voilj ce Tue nous avons pu comprendre et tirer de la traduction de ces volumes 
d·$ristote Tui nous est parvenue. &·est pourTuoi MusTu·auMourd·hui mrme chez 
les $rabes ces deux livres ont ptp pour ainsi dire npgligps et c·est j peine si 
M·ai pu trouver une personne Tui accepte de travailler avec assez de soin sur ces 
textes en les ptudiant avec moi ».
Tout j fait conscient donc de la Tualitp mpdiocre de sa traduction Tui dpcoule 
de la Tualitp mpdiocre des versions arabes sur lesTuelles il a travaillp +ermann 
prpsente les versions latines de la Rhétorique et de la Poétique non comme un 
travail achevp et dpfinitif mais comme un work in progress provisoire et 
conscient de ses propres limites Tui vise simplement j favoriser la transmission 
de textes Tui sinon seraient tombps dans l·oubli. &e caractqre provisoire est par 
ailleurs soulignp j travers l·exemple de l·Éthique à Nicomaque. Ce traité, traduit, 
lui aussi par +ermann de l·arabe en latin en  ³ mais il s·agit en rpalitp du 
&ommentaire mo\en j l·Éthique à Nicomaque d·$verroqs ³ a ptp remplacp environ 
six ou sept ans plus tard par la traduction latine de 5obert *rosseteste rpalispe 
directement j partir de la version grecTue originale du texte d·$ristote, et 
Tu·+ermann mentionne encore ici dans son prologue : 
« 9eniam igitur concedant Tui forsitana non immeritob poterunt hunc meum 
laborem de imperfectione redarguere. Et si eis non placuerit TuicTuam fructus 
ex eo Tuerere possunt ipsum deserere redargutum. Sane tamen ipsis consulo 
ut malint hos codices habere sic translatos Tuam penitus derelictos. 1ichil 
enim pura privatione incultius sed potest TuoTuomodo hiisc habitis per 
paulatina incrementa finis tandem desiderate perfectionis facilius impertiri 
 Sur la Translatio lincolniensis voir 5. gAuthier, L’Éthique à Nicomaque vol. , ,ntroduction 
%patrice 1auwelaerts /ouvain - 3aris  pp. - : « En - 5obert fit paravtre une 
±uvre complexe dont le triple contenu devait directement ou indirectement commander toute 
l·expgqse mpdipvale de l·Éthique. &·est d·abord une traduction complqte ou plut{t une rpvision de 
l·ancienne traduction complqte Tue 5obert *rosseteste semble avoir posspdpe en son entier («). 
&ette traduction de l·pvrTue de /incoln sera souvent citpe au mo\en kge sous le nom de Translatio 
lincolniensis («). $ cette traduction de l·Éthique à Nicomaque était jointe la traduction d’un recueil 
de commentaires grecs recueil formp sans doute j &onstantinople j la fin du xiie ou au dpbut du 
xiiie siqcle  il se composait des commentaires d·Eustrate sur le livre , de l·$non\me ancien sur les 
livres ,, et 9 de 0ichel d·ephqse sur le livre 9 (dont il \ avait ainsi deux commentaires) d·Eustrate 
j nouveau sur le livre 9, de l·$non\me rpcent sur le livre 9,, d·$spasius (en une version remanipe 
peut-rtre par 0ichel d·ephqse) sur le livre 9,,, et enfin de 0ichel d·ephqse encore sur les livres 
,; et ;. Enfin venaient des Notule de 5obert *rosseteste lui-mrme : malheureusement ces notes, 
pcrites sans doute dans les marges du manuscrit de *rosseteste ne nous sont parvenues Tue de 
faoon trqs fragmentaire («) ». 
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Tuemadmodum contingit in libro 1ichomachie Tuem latini Ethicam $ristotelis 
appellantd. 1am et hunc prout potui in latinum verti eloTuium ex arabico. Et 
postmodum reverendus pater magister 5obertus *rossi capitis sed subtilis 
intellectus Lincolniensise episcopus ex primo fonte unde emanaverat greco 
videlicet ipsum est completiusf interpretatus et grecorum commentis proprias 
annectens notulas commentatus ».
a forsitan 3 : forsitam T   b immerito P : in merito T   c hiis T : om. P   d aristotelis appellant 
P : appellant aristotilis T   e lincolniensis T : linNoniensis 3   f completius P : conpletius T
« 4u·ils accordent donc leur pardon ceux Tui peut-rtre non sans raison pourront 
rpfuter pour son imperfection ce travail Tui est le mien. Et ceux Tui n·auront 
pas voulu en retirer un TuelconTue fruit peuvent l·abandonner une fois rpfutp. 
Toutefois Me leur conseille vraiment de prpfprer posspder ces livres ainsi traduits 
plut{t Tue d·en rtre totalement privps. &ar il n·\ a rien Tui soit plus dppourvu 
d·pducation Tue la pure et simple privation et l·on peut de TuelTue faoon si 
l·on est en possession de ces livres! communiTuer plus facilement au mo\en 
de progrqs insensibles les plus hauts degrps de la perfection finalement dpsirpe 
tout comme c’est le cas du Livre de Nicomaque Tue les /atins appellent l·Éthique 
d·$ristote. &ar ce livre! aussi Me l·ai traduit autant Tue M·ai pu de l·arabe en 
langue latine. Et peu aprqs le pqre vpnprable 0avtre 5obert ³ *rosseteste mais 
d·un esprit subtil ³ pvrTue de /incoln l·a expliTup de faoon plus complqte j 
partir de la premiqre source dont il ptait provenu j savoir le grec et l·a commentp 
en attachant aux commentaires des *recs ses propres notes ».
 
En dpfinitive +ermann se borne j souligner dans ce prologue la difficultp Tu˞a 
reprpsentpe pour lui la traduction en latin des versions arabes de la Rhétorique et 
du Commentaire à la Poétique et Tui tient en particulier selon son tpmoignage j 
la mpdiocritp des versions arabes elles-mrmes. S˞il mentionne les noms d˞al-)öröbƮ 
$vicenne et $verroqs c˞est uniTuement pour Mustifier l˞intprrt philosophiTue de 
ces deux traitps aristotpliciens Tui font en effet partie intpgrante du corpus logiTue 
aux \eux des philosophes hpritiers des commentateurs $lexandrins. S·il confesse 
s·rtre fait aider dans la traduction il n·pvoTue en revanche nulle part les procpdures 
particuliqres Tu·il a pu emprunter lors de ce travail et notamment le recours aux 
commentaires des trois philosophes arabes mentionnps plus haut. &·est toutefois 
l·idpe d·un travail provisoire Tui ne restera valable Tue MusTu·au moment o l·on 
produira une meilleure version du texte ou mieux o l·on en dpcouvrira enfin la 
version grecTue originale Tui doit guider en premier lieu l·examen des citations 
d·al-)öröbƮ $vicenne et $verroqs dans la version arabo-latine de la Rhétorique. Elles 
semblent a priori rtre en effet destinpes j pclairer un texte difficile j en rendre la 
lecture plus aispe et peut-rtre aussi j guider les futurs lecteurs et traducteurs du 
texte Tui reprendront le travail lj o l·a laissp +ermann.
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2. Le recours à AL-Fārā%ī et Averroès dAns LA trAduction ArABo-LAtine de LA rhétorique 
d’Aristote
/·ptude suivante se fonde sur les pditions des fragments et tpmoignages 
d·al-)öröbƮ et $verroqs dans la version arabo-latine de la Rhétorique, parues 
respectivement en 24 et 201125. En précisant les modalités du recours, par 
+ermann j al-)öröbƮ et $verroqs elle fournira une introduction et un cadre 
gpnpral j l·examen des citations d·$vicenne.
3our commencer il convient de noter Tue les citations d·al-)öröbƮ et 
d·$verroqs reTuiqrent un traitement distinct. En effet le *rand &ommentaire 
d·al-)öröbƮ j la Rhétorique auTuel +ermann semble emprunter n·a pas ptp 
conservp ³ mis j part le prologue prpservp sous le titre latin de Didascalia —, 
tandis Tue le &ommentaire mo\en d·$verroqs j la Rhétorique auTuel recourt 
+ermann existe auMourd·hui encore dans sa version originale arabe26 ce Tui 
autorise des comparaisons précises entre les citations en latin d’Hermann d’une 
part et le texte arabe d·$verroqs d·autre part.
2n compte dans l·ensemble de la version arabo-latine de la Rhétorique, trois 
fragments d·al-)öröbƮ ³ dans les chapitres   et  du livre , ³ ainsi Tue deux 
tpmoignages le premier apparaissant dans le livre  du livre , et le second 
indiTuant dans la marge du manuscrit 3 seulement l·endroit o al-)öröbƮ aurait 
interrompu son commentaire, en Rhét. ,,,  a . /es fragments d·$verroqs 
sont beaucoup plus nombreux : on en compte Tuatorze mais Tui ne portent Tue 
sur les chapitres    et  du livre ,.
2.1. Identification et dplimitation des citations




Dans le cas d·al-)öröbƮ les citations viennent interrompre le texte avec la 
mention du nom du philosophe sans mise en page particuliqre dans aucun des 
24 F. Woerther, Les traces du *rand &ommentaire d’al-Fārābī j la 5KptoriTue d’Aristote dans la traduction 
arabo-latine de la Rhétorique par Hermann l’Allemand, « %ulletin de 3hilosophie 0pdipvale », 54, 2012, 
pp. -.
25 F. Woerther, Les citations du Commentaire moyen à la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Averroès dans la 
traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Hermann l’Allemand, « 0planges de l·8niversitp 
Saint-Joseph »  - pp. -.
26 AouAd (éd., tr., notes, comm.), Averroès, Commentaire moyen à la Rhétorique d’Aristote cit.
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deux manuscrits. /e manuscrit T Tui prpsente l·emploi de couleurs (rouge et 
bleue) et d·ornements a toutefois recours j des pieds-de-mouche mais seulement 
pour marTuer la prpsence du nom propre ¶alpharabius·. /es expressions Tui 
doivent rtre rapportpes j al-)öröbƮ sont le plus souvent soulignpes dans le corps 





&oncernant $verroqs : dans tous les cas et dans chacun des deux manuscrits 
3 et T le texte arabo-latin de la Rhétorique est interrompu par la mention du 
nom d·$verroqs Tui est suivi de la citation de son &ommentaire. En revanche 
la fin des citations est gpnpralement difficile j dpterminer dans la mesure o le 
texte d·+ermann ne prpsente aucune marTue Tui viendrait dplimiter la citation 
d·$verroqs de la suite du texte de la Rhétorique. $ cette derniqre remarTue on 
peut toutefois apporter deux nuances :  le nom d·$ristote apparavt dans deux 
cas seulement (citations de l’Annexe III 1, 5) dans les deux manuscrits pour 
indiTuer le retour au texte d·$ristote et donc la fin de la citation ; 2o le manuscrit 
T a recours a des pieds-de-mouche de couleurs Tui permettent de marTuer la 
fin d·une citation. 2n note ainsi la prpsence d·un pied-de-mouche bleu aprqs la 
fin de la citation d·$verroqs et avant la reprise du texte de la Rhétorique dans 
les citations de l’Annexe III 3, 5, 7, 11 et d·un pied-de-mouche rouge dans les 
citations de l’Annexe III 4, 12, 13.
Dans le cas o les citations apparaissent dans les marges du manuscrit 
(citations de l’Annexe III 8, 9, 14 dans 3 uniTuement) les limites de la citation 
sont matpriellement visibles.
3 va.
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T va.
2.2. Nature des citations
S·ils s·ouvrent tous sur la mention du nom d·al-)öröbƮ ou d·$verroqs les 
passages mentionnps par +ermann dans sa traduction ne prpsentent toutefois 
pas les mrmes caractpristiTues. 
... al-)öröbƮ
a. )ragments 
Dans le cas d·al-)öröbƮ +ermann propose d·une part de trqs courtes 
citations Tui sont sans doute extraites de son *rand commentaire j la Rhétorique, 
et viennent pclairer l·emploi d·un mot en le glosant (citations de l·Annexe II 1) 
ou expliciter un terme Tui est sous-entendu dans le texte d·$ristote (citations de 
l’Annexe II 2, 3). 
3ar exemple dans le cas de l·extrait de l·Annexe II 2 Tui se situe en Rhét. 
,  chapitre o $ristote pnumqre sous forme de catalogue les diffprentes 
dispositions de ceux Tui commettent des inMustices. 
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• Rhét. grecTue (,  b -)
 
ȀĮ੿ ੖ıȠȚȢ Ĳ੹ μ੻Ȟ ਕįȚțȒμĮĲĮ ȜȒμμĮĲĮ, Įੂ į੻ ȗȘμȓĮȚ ੑȞİȓįȘ μȩȞȠȞ. ȀĮ੿ ȠੈȢ ĲȠ੝ȞĮȞĲȓȠȞ 
Ĳ੹ μ੻Ȟ ਕįȚțȒμĮĲĮ İੁȢ ਩ĮȚȞȩȞ ĲȚȞĮ, ȠੈȠȞ İੁ ıȣȞȑȕȘ ਚμĮ ĲȚμȦȡȒıĮıșĮȚ ਫ਼੻ȡ ĮĲȡઁȢ ਲ਼ 
μȘĲȡȩȢ, ੮ıİȡ ǽȒȞȦȞȚ, Įੂ į੻ ȗȘμȓĮȚ İੁȢ ȤȡȒμĮĲĮ ਲ਼ ĳȣȖ੽Ȟ ਲ਼ ĲȠȚȠ૨ĲȩȞ ĲȚǜ įȚૃ ਕμĳȩĲİȡĮ 
Ȗ੹ȡ ਕįȚțȠ૨ıȚ țĮ੿ ਕμĳȠĲȑȡȦȢ ਩ȤȠȞĲİȢ __ Ȝ੽Ȟ Ƞ੝Ȥ Ƞੂ Į੝ĲȠ੿ ਕȜȜૃ Ƞੂ ਥȞĮȞĲȓȠȚ ĲȠ૙Ȣ ਵșİıȚȞ.
« Et tous ceux pour Tui les inMustices apportent un profit sr alors Tue les 
chktiments s·arrrtent aux reproches. Et ceux j Tui au contraire (sc. de ceux Tui 
recherchent le profit) les inMustices valent un ploge par exemple si elles ont eu 
comme effet collatpral la vengeance de leur pqre ou de leur mqre comme pour 
=pnon alors Tue la punition se borne j une amende j l·exil ou j TuelTue chose 
du mrme genre. &ar si l·on commet l·inMustice c·est pour ces deux motifs et dans 
l·une ou l·autre de ces dispositions __ j ceci prqs Tue les auteurs ne sont pas les 
mrmes mais des personnes de caractqres opposps »27.
• Rhét. arabe (/\ons28 pp. .  - . )
مـهيّدؤُي نـيذلاو ،Îرـهلاو ةـنتفلل هـّنأ ّنـGُّي كـلذو ةـعفنلما يـف مرـغ مـهمgلي لا نـيذلاو 
ّملأا يـفو بلأا يـف هرأـثب ذـخأي نأ ءرـملل ضرـعي دـق اـمك ،رـكذلاو حدـلما ىـلإ مـلGلا 
هبـشأ اـم وأ برـهلا يـف وأ لاـلما يـفف ّراـEلماو تانارـسلخا اـّمأو ،نوـنيز لـعف اـمك ،اـ íعم هـّنأ رـيغ || نـتهج يـف مـهل دوـجوم كـلذو ،اـ íعيمج نـيرملأا يـف نوـملGي دـقف ،كـلذ 
... ،اـ íEيأ äاـخلأا يـف مـهداّضأ نـيذلل نـكلو ،lـقف ءلاؤـهل سـيل
« Et ceux j Tui n·incombe pas un dpdommagement en raison du! profit Tu·ils 
ont tirp de leur action inMuste! et on pense ainsi Tue cela se produit dans la 
spdition et le dpsordre et ceux Tui commettent une inMustice et finissent par 
rtre loups et cplpbrps comme ce Tui arrive j l˞homme Tui venge dans le mrme 
temps son pqre et sa mqre comme l˞a fait =pnon tandis Tue les dommages et les 
atteintes se rpduisent j de l˞argent ou j la fuite en exil! ou ce Tui ressemble j 
cela commettent des inMustices pour ces deux raisons et cela existe pour eux 
dans deux maniqres __ sauf Tue cela ne concerne pas ceux-lj seulement mais 
aussi ceux dont les caractqres sont opposps aux leurs « ».
27 /e texte grec est citp dans l·pdition de 5. KAsseL éd., Aristotelis Ars rhetorica :alter De *ru\ter 
%erlin - 1ew <orN  et la traduction franoaise est celle de p. chiron tr., Aristote, Rhétorique, 
Garnier-Flammarion, Paris 2007.
28 m. c. Lyons éd., Aristotle’s Rhetoric. The Arabic Version 3embroNe &ollege &ambridge . 
/·pdition de /\ons remplace la prpcpdente pdition de la version arabe de la Rhétorique : ʿA. Badawī, 
Arisɡūɡālīs al-.Kaɡāba al-7arMama al-ʿArabi\\a al-4adīma, Cairo 1959.
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• Rhét. +ermann (,  b -)
« Et illi Tuos non conseTuitur restitutio eorum Tuorum habuerunt utilitatem ut 
putatur in guerris et ceteris translationibus et illi Tuos famosos reddit et laudabiles 
inMuria Tuemadmodum Mam accidit cum Tuis sumpsit vindictam sanguinis 
suorum in deceptionea pariter patrum et matrum aliorum Tuemadmodum 
fecit talis  dispendia autem seu dampna sunt aut in pecunia aut in effugando 
in exilium aut in consimilibus hisb. ,nMuriatur autem in utrisTue rebus simul et 
hocc invenitur secundum duos modos ³ $lfarabius : vel in non reddendo vel in 
efferendod. Non autem est hoc in istis solummodo, sed etiam in eorum contrariis 
secundum mores « ».
a deceptione correxi : receptione PT   b his P : hiis T   c hoc om. P   d in efferendo correxi : in 
auferendo T in non auferendo 3
« Et ceux Tue ne suit pas le dpdommagement de ceux Tu·ils ont utilisps comme 
ce Tui se passe! pense-t-on dans les guerres et autres perturbations et ceux 
Tue l˞inMustice rend cplqbres et dignes de louange comme ce Tui est dpMj arrivp 
lorsTue TuelTu˞un a vengp le sang des siens tout en abusant dans le mrme 
temps d·autres pqres et mqres comme l˞a fait un tel ; or, les peines ou amendes 
consistent soit en une somme d·! argent soit en la fuite en exil soit en des choses 
semblables j celles-ci. 2r on commet l˞inMustice dans l·un et l·autre cas j la fois et 
cela se trouve selon deux modes ³ al-)öröbƮ : « ou dans l·absence de compensation 
ou dans l·exaltation ». 2r cela ne ne se rpduit pas j ceux-lj seulement mais 
concerne! aussi ceux Tui leur sont contraires selon les caractqres « ».
/a citation d˞al-)öröbƮ vient pclaircir l·expression duos modos en explicitant 
ce Tu·elle est censpe recouvrir. Dans le texte d·$ristote les deux « motifs » 
dont il est Tuestion renvoient au profit d·une part mentionnp dans le premier 
exemple (commettent une inMustice ceux dont les actes ³ inMustes ³ apportent 
un profit sr alors Tue les chktiments sont lpgers) et l·ploge ou honneur d·autre 
part (commettent pgalement une inMustice ceux dont les actes ³ inMustes ³ ont 
comme effet collatpral une « belle action »). /es deux dispositions dont il est 
Tuestion sont alors celles de l·homme Tui poursuit respectivement le profit ou 
l·honneur. /a remarTue d·al-)öröbƮ reprend elle aussi les deux cas mentionnps 
précédemment :  soit on commet l·inMustice en ne dpdommageant pas ceux 
contre Tui on a commis l·inMustice ³ c·est le cas dans leTuel on ne compense 
pas (in non reddendo, « dans l·absence de compensation ») — où reddere fait pcho 
à restitutio   soit on commet une inMustice Tui vaudra un ploge j celui Tui la 
commet ³ c˞est le cas o l˞on tire de la gloire de son acte inMuste (in efferendo, 
« dans l·exaltation ») si l·on accepte toutefois de corriger la leoon auferendo de P 




 +ermann cite pgalement le nom d·al-)öröbƮ pour insprer une remarTue sur 
le contenu gpnpral de la glose du philosophe : il s˞agit des deux notes (citations 
de l’Annexe II 4, 5). La note de l’Annexe II 5, par example, Tue l˞on ne trouve 
Tue dans 3 se situe in margine face au texte latin de Rhét. III 9, 1409a 24 (Homines 
autem ponunt pondus totaliter decentia<m> distinctivam de distinctionibus itaque et 
qualiter se habeant ad pondera dictum est) et indiTue fol. v : 
« +uc pervenit glosa alfarabi ».
« /a glose d·al-)öröbƮ est parvenue MusTu·ici ».
,l est toutefois impossible de dpterminer avec certitude si cette remarTue 
marginale provient d·une connaissance directe par +ermann du *rand 
commentaire d·al-)öröbƮ dans sa totalitp ou s·il a tirp cette information d·un 
tpmoignage indirect peut-rtre par l·intermpdiaire d·$vicenne et d·$verroqs 
Tui si l·on en croit son 3rologue j la traduction de la Rhétorique avait indiTup 
Tu·al-)öröbƮ n·avait en effet pas menp sa glose MusTu·j son terme (cf. et ut Avicenna 
et Avenrosd estimant propter Kanc etiam causam Jlosam usTue ad finem neJocii non 
perduxit, comme $vicenne et $verroqs le pensent c·est pour cette raison aussi 
Tu·il >sc. al-)öröbƮ@ n·a pas poursuivi sa glose MusTu·j la fin de son travail).
... $verroqs
&e Tue M·ai appelp trqs certainement j tort les citations d·$verroqs dans la 
traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique ne méritent en réalité pas toutes cette 
dpnomination. /es passages mentionnps par +ermann sous le nom d·$verroqs 
ne sont pas toutes des traductions latines exactes du &ommentaire arabe 
du &ordouan car +ermann procqde trqs souvent j des coupes dans le texte 
d·$verroqs pour ne conserver Tue ce Tu·il estime important au moment o il 
l·insqre dans sa propre traduction. $ d·autres moments il semble mrme rppcrire 
le texte d·$verroqs en le paraphrasant plut{t Tu·en le traduisant.
a. Citations latines littérales 
Les citations de l’Annexe III 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13 proposent une traduction 
latine suivie du texte d·$verroqs. 
-e citerai ici j titre d·exemple la citation de l·Annexe III 12 j comparer avec 
le texte arabe du CmRhét. &et extrait se situe dans le passage de la Rhétorique où 
$ristote examine le bien et l·utile Tui constituent les fins du genre dplibpratif 
(Rhét. ,  a -b  : « &ela ptant posp il est npcessaire Tue soit un bien j la fois 
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le fait d·entrer en possession de biens et le fait d·rtre dpbarrassp de maux. &ar le 
fait de ne pas avoir le mal correspondant est la conspTuence simultanpe du fait 
d·entrer en possession d·un bien tandis Tue le fait d·avoir le bien correspondant 
est la conspTuence ultprieure du fait d·rtre dpbarrassp d·un mal. Est aussi un 
bien le fait d·entrer en possession d·un bien plus grand j la place d·un plus petit 
ou d·un mal moindre j la place d·un plus grand », trad. Chiron) :
• CmRhét 1.6.6 (Aouad29 p. 49)
كــلت اــمأو .äاــطإب دــئاوف وطــسرأ اهيّمــسُي تارــيلخا نــم دافتــسُت يــّتلا تارــيلخاو 
وأ هـنم ا íّرـش ّفـخأ وـه اـم ىـلإ ّرـش نـم لاـقتنا اـهّنأ كـلذب يـنعيو ،íلااـقتنا اهيّمـسُيف .رــيخ وــه اــم ىــلإ ّرــش نــم لاــقتنا 
« «$ristote appelle avantages absolus (faZāʾid bi-iɡlāT) les biens Tu·on gagne 
(tustufād) par les biens mais il appelle les autres un transfert  il veut dire par lj 
Tu·ils sont un transfert d·un mal j ce Tui est un mal plus lpger (aḫaff šarran) ou un 
transfert d·un mal j ce Tui est un bien ».
• Rhét. +ermann (,  a -b )
« $verroes. %ona Tue ex bonis proveniunt nominavit $ristoteles utilia simpliciter. 
Ex malis autem provenientia nominavit transmutationes Tue sunt TuandoTue de 
maMori malo ad minus TuandoTue autem de malo ad bonum ».
« $verroes. /es biens Tui proviennent (proveniunt) de biens $ristote les a nommps 
simplement utiles (utilia simpliciter). 2r les choses Tui proviennent de maux il les 
a appelpes modifications Tui sont TuelTuefois d·un plus grand mal en un moindre 
mal (minus) TuelTuefois d·un mal en un bien ».
&ette traduction de l·arabe d·$verroqs en latin est littprale. 2n peut aMouter 
TuelTues remarTues concernant les choix de traduction d·+ermann ici notamment 
la traduction ³ ou plut{t l·adaptation ³ de l·arabe tustufād (ils sont gagnps) par le 
latin proveniunt (ils proviennent)  la traduction de l·arabe faZāʾid bi-iɡlāT (avantages 
absolus) par le latin utilia simpliciter (simplement utiles) ou la traduction de l·arabe 
aḫaff šarran (un mal plus lpger) par le latin minus (moindre mal).
b. Extraits non suivis
Dans d·autres cas +ermann dpcoupe le texte d·$verroqs et insqre dans sa 
propre traduction uniTuement les passages Tui lui paraissent pertinents. &·est 
29AouAd (éd., tr. intr., comm.), Averroès, Commentaire moyen à la Rhétorique d’Aristote cit. Les 
traductions sont pgalement celles de cette pdition. 
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par exemple le cas de la citation de l’Annexe III 1 (tout comme les citations de 
l’Annexe III 2, 6, 11, 14) o +ermann ne procqde pas j la traduction du passage 
entier du &ommentaire d·$verroqs mais opqre des coupes. 
,l s·agit du passage Tui ouvre le traitp d·$ristote et Tui pvoTue les rapports 
de la rhptoriTue et de la dialectiTue (Rhét. ,  a - : « /a rhptoriTue est le 
pendant de la dialectiTue : car l·une et l·autre portent sur des matiqres Tui ³
ptant communes d·une certaine faoon j tout le monde ³ sont de la compptence 
de tout un chacun et ne relqvent d·aucune science dplimitpe. &·est pourTuoi tout 
le monde d·une certaine faoon prend part aux deux car tout le monde MusTu·j 
un certain point se mrle tant de critiTuer ou de soutenir un argument Tue de 
dpfendre ou d·accuser », trad. Chiron).
 
• CmRhét (Aouad 1.1.1-1.1.2, p. 1-2)
ناــتاه تــناك ذإ ،رــيIلا ةــبطاخم يــهو ةدــحاو ةــياغ ناــ ّمؤي اــمهيلك ّنأ كــلذو 1.1.1. 
ناـهربلا ةـعانص يـف لاـلحاك هـسفن نـبو هـنيب ناـسنلإا امهلمعتـسي سـيل ناـتعانصلا 
،دــحاو عوــضوم يــ ف ءاــحنلأا نــ م وــ عنب ناكرتــشيو ،رــ يIلا عــ م امهلمعتــسي اــ ّنمإ لــ ب 
ا íكرتــشم امهلامعتــسا دــَجويو ،ءايــشلأا عــيمج يــف رــGنلا ىــطاعتي اــمهاك ناك ذإ 
لـيواقلأاو ةـّيلدلجا لـيواقلأا عـبطلاب لمعتـسي Õاـنلا نـم دـحاو ّلك ّنأ يـنعأ ،عـيمجلل 
ا íدرـفنم موـلعلا نـم اـ íملع اـمهنم ةدـحاو تـسيل هـّنلأ كـلذك كـلذ ناك اـّنمإو .ةـّيبطلخا Õاــنلا نــم فاــنصأ اهلمعتــسيو ةــّصاخ تاــعوضوم اــهل موــلعلا ّنأ كــلذو ،هــتاذب 
موــ لعلا عــ يمجو تادوــجولما عــ يمج يــ ف نارــGني نــ يذه ّنأ ةــهج نــم نــكلو .ةــ ّصاخ 
.اــ م وــحنب اــ مهل ةكراــشم موــ لعلا عــ يمج دــ َجوت دــ قف تادوــجولما عــ يمج يــ ف رــ Gنت 
ةـعانصل اـمهيف رـGنلا نوـكي نأ بـجي دـقف نتكرتـشم ناـتعانصلا ناـتاه تـناك اذإو 
اــم وــحنل íامعتــسم دــَجي Õاــنلا نــم دــحاو ّلكو 1.1.2.قــطنلما ةــعانص يــهو ةدــحاو 
نـيذّللا لـيواقلأا يـفنص يـف كـلذو ،اـم رادـقم ىـلإ اـهنم اـّيهتنمو ةـغابلا ءاـحنأ نـم 
هذـهب ةـّصالخا تاـعوضولما يـف كـلذ رـثكأو داـشرلإاو مـيلعتلا يـناثلاو ةرـظانلما اـمهدحأ 
.ةــ ّيئgلجا روــملأا يــق يــّتلا لــيواقلأا رئاــسو راذــتعلااو ةياكــشلا لــثم يــهو ةــعانصلا
« 1.1.1. En effet l·une et l·autre se proposent une mrme fin Tui est de s·adresser 
j autrui puisTue l·homme n·utilise pas ces deux arts pour converser avec soi-
mrme comme c·est le cas de la dpmonstration (ɓināʿat al-burKān) mais Tu·il 
les utilise seulement avec autrui. De plus, l’une et l’autre sont associées, d’une 
certaine maniqre dans un mrme suMet car les deux s·occupent de l·examen (al-
na˂ar) de toutes les choses ; et leur usage est associp j tout le monde (Za-\ūǧad 
istiʿmāluKumā muɐtaraNan li-l-ǧamīʿ), Me veux dire Tue chaTue homme utilise 
(yastaʿmil) par nature les propos dialectiTues et les propos rhptoriTues. Il n’en 
est ainsi Tue parce (Za-innamā Nāna ŏāliNa NaŏāliNa li-annaKu) Tu·aucun de ces 
deux arts n·est une science parmi les sciences spparpe en elle-mrme. En effet 
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les sciences ont des sujets propres et elles sont utilispes par des sortes de gens 
(aɓnāf min al-nās) Tui leur sont propres. 0ais en tant Tue ces deux examinent 
tous les rtres et Tue toutes les sciences examinent tous les rtres toutes les 
sciences sont associpes d·une certaine maniqre j ces deux. Et puisTue ces deux 
arts sont associps il est npcessaire Tue l·examen Tu·on en fait appartienne j un 
mrme art Tui est l·art de la logiTue. ... &haTue homme utilise l·un TuelconTue 
des aspects de l·ploTuence et parvient MusTu·j un certain niveau de celle-ci 
(ilj miTdār mā) cela dans les deux sortes de propos dont l·une est la dispute et 
l·autre l·enseignement et la mise sur la voie et dans la plupart des cas dans les 
sujets propres à cet art, comme l’accusation la dpfense et tous les autres propos 
concernant les affaires particuliqres ».
• Rhét. +ermann (,  a -)
« $verroes. $mbe enim intendunt unum finem et est sermo ad alterum. 1on 
enim utitur eis homo ad se ipsum ut est in demonstrativis sed tantum ad 
alterum et conveniunt Tuodam modo in subMectoa uno. $mbiunt enim omnia 
>«@ et omnes homines intromittunt se naturaliter de sermonibus topicis etb 
rhetoricis >«@ : neutra ergo harum est separatim et singulariter scientia. 4uelibet 
enim scientia certum et proprium habet subMectum et proprium artificem >«@ et 
Tuilibet hominum modo aliTuo et usTueTuo utitur rethoricalibus >«@ accusatione 
videlicet et defensione et ceteris Tue circa particularia existunt ».
a subMecto 3) : facto T   b et PF : in T
« $verroqs. Toutes deux (sc. la rhptoriTue et la dialectiTue) visent en effet une 
seule fin et c·est le propos adressp j autrui. En effet l·homme ne les utilise pas 
pour s·adresser j lui-mrme comme c·est le cas dans les arts! dpmonstratifs 
(demonstrativis) mais seulement pour s·adresser j autrui et elles se reMoignent 
d·une certaine faoon dans un seul suMet. Elles tournent (ambiunt) en effet autour 
de tous les suMets >«@ et tous les hommes se consacrent (intromittunt se) par 
nature aux propos topiTues et rhptoriTues >«@ : ni l’une ni l’autre n’est donc une 
science spparpe et singuliqre. Toute science possqde en effet son suMet dpfini et 
propre, et son artisan (artificem) propre >«@ et tout homme utilise d·une certaine 
faoon et MusTu·j un certain point (modo aliquo et usquequo) les outils rhptoriTues 
>«@ j savoir l·accusation et la dpfense ainsi Tue les autres propos Tui concernent 
les choses particuliqres ».
/es passages soulignps dans le texte arabe d·$verroqs sont ceux Tu·+ermann 
a traduits en latin. $fin de rendre plus claire encore la comparaison du texte 
arabe d·$verroqs avec la traduction latine d·+ermann on a indiTup les coupes 
opprpes par le traducteur dans le texte latin par des crochets. 
frédérique woerther196
Dans les passages conservps par +ermann le latin reprend en gpnpral mot-
j-mot le texte arabe. 4uelTues dptails peuvent rtre ici encore notps. /e latin 
omet l·arabe ɓināʿa dans l·expression ɓināʿat al-burKān Tui est simplement traduit 
par le pluriel neutre demonstrativa. /e latin omet pgalement l·arabe al-na˂ar 
(examen) dans l·expression taʿāɡj al-na˂ar (s·occuper de l·examen) puisTue la 
traduction d·+ermann indiTue simplement ambire. Le latin omet de traduire la 
phrase Za-\ūǧad istiʿmāluKumā muɐtaraNan li-l-ǧamīʿ (et leur usage est associp j 
tout le monde) et emploie le verbe se intromittere pour rendre le simple istaʿmala 
du texte arabe. /e latin omet aussi l·arabe Za-innamā Nāna ŏāliNa NaŏāliNa li-
annahu (il n·en est ainsi Tue parce) et traduit par artifex (artisan) la périphrase 
arabe aɓnāf min al-nās (des sortes de gens). /a portion de phrase Tui dpmontre 
le caractqre gpnpral de la rhptoriTue et de la dialectiTue ainsi Tue leur nature 
logiTue a ptp laisspe de c{tp par +ermann. Enfin le latin modo aliquo (d˞une 
certaine faoon) est plus proche du texte d˞$ristote Tue du texte d˞$verroqs et 
le latin usquequo semble traduire plut{t la version arabe de la Rhétorique (fī-naƤū 
Za-Ƥattj al-ɐa\ faTat d˞une certaine faoon et MusTu˞j un certain point) plut{t Tue 
le texte d·$verroqs ilj miTdār mā (MusTu˞j un certain degrp).
c. Adaptation
Enfin +ermann procqde j une adaptation des passages du &ommentaire 
d·$verroqs dans la mesure o ce Tu·il prpsente comme une citation du &ordouan 
n·est en rpalitp Tu·une paraphrase approximative du texte arabe en latin. &·est 
le cas de la seule citation de l’Annexe III 3 destinpe j souligner l·importance du 
rattachement de la rhptoriTue j la logiTue. La comparaison du Commentaire 
d·$verroqs avec la « traduction » Tu·en a rpalispe +ermann indiTue de faoon 
assez claire Tu·il s·agit ici d·une adaptation plut{t Tue d·une traduction littprale :
• CmRhét ($ouad .. p. )
رــمأ نــم هــيف اوــمّلكت اــميف ءلاؤــه روــصق ّنأ نابتــسا دــقف اذــكه روــملأا ناك اذإو 
مــ ّلكت نــم رئاــس ّنأو قــطنلماب مــلع مــهدنع نــكي مــ ل هــ ّنأ لــجأ نــم ناك اــ ّنمإ ةــ باطلخا 
هذـه اوـفرعيف اوـمّدقتي نأ رـيغ نـم lـقف ةـّيباطلخا لـيواقلأا لمعتـسي نـمو ةـباطلخا يـف 
ةـغابلا نـم يرـ( ءايـشأ يـف نوـمّلكتي اـّنمإ مـهّنأ ،ةـغابلا دوـمع يـه يـّتلا ،ءايـشلأا 
 /e passage d·$verroqs et la traduction / adaptation d·+ermann sont dans ce passage assez 
ploignps du texte grec original de la Rhétorique : « («) l·examen du vrai et du semblable au vrai 
relqve de la mrme capacitp et en mrme temps les hommes sont par nature suffisamment doups 
pour le vrai et ils arrivent la plupart du temps j la vpritp : en conspTuence celui Tui a dpMj l·aptitude 
j viser la vpritp possqde aussi l·aptitude j viser les opinions communes. 4ue les autres sppcialistes 
se consacrent j ce Tui est en dehors de la cause et pourTuoi ils se penchent avec prpdilection sur 
la plaidoierie voilj donc Tui est pvident » (Rhét. ,  a- trad. &hiron).
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ءايــشلأا يــف لا ،هــتحفصو ءيــشلا رــهاظ يــف نوــكي يذــ ّلا ،قــيمنتلاو نــيgتلا ىرــجم 
اوــ لعف اــ 2 ّنــ Gَُي دــ ق ناك نإو ،هدوــجوو ءيــشلا ماوــ ق هــ ب اــ م ةــ لgنم اــ هنم لgّــ نتت يــ ّتلا 
قـيرط ىـلع كـلذ يـف اورـجو ةـّيعانقلإا لـيواقلأا نـم ةـياIلا اوـIلب دـق مـهّنأ كـلذ نـم 
.لدــعلاو تاوــصلا
« 3uisTu·il en est ainsi il est donc pvident Tue la dpficience de ces prpdpcesseurs 
dans ce Tu·ils ont dit de la rhptoriTue ne provenait Tue de ce Tu·il n·\ avait pas 
chez eux de science de la logiTue et il est aussi pvident Tue tous ceux Tui ont 
parlp de la rhptoriTue ainsi Tue tous ceux Tui utilisent les propos rhptoriTues 
seulement sans connavtre auparavant ces choses Tui sont le pilier de l·ploTuence 
ne parlent Tue de choses se comportant par rapport j l·ploTuence comme 
l·ornement et le fard Tui se produisent au niveau de l·apparence de la chose et de 
sa surface et non des choses Tui par rapport j l·ploTuence ont le rang de ce par 
Tuoi la chose subsiste et existe bien Tue l·on ait parfois l·opinion, à propos de ce 
Tue ces gens ont fait j cet pgard Tu·ils ont atteint le plus haut degrp des propos 
persuasifs et Tu·ils ont en cela suivi la mpthode Tui vise Muste et Tui est Muste ».
• Rhét. +ermann (,  a -)
« $verroes. Et non attingunt Tuod est tamTuam constitutivum et essentiale rei 
et si putentur per hoca incessisse via recta et Musta et Tuoniam ipsi declinant 
ampliusb ad hoc ut ratiocinentur justum tantumc ».
a hoc PF : hec T   b declinant amplius PT : amplius declinant F   c P marg.   ) v - : In 
alio (F : uno) exemplari ut dicant () : dicunt) dictionem secundum viam Musti tantum
« $verroqs. Et ils n·atteignent pas ce Tui est pour ainsi dire constitutif de la chose 
et Tui lui est essentiel mrme si l·on considqre pour cela Tu·ils sont passps par une 
voie correcte et Muste et puisTu·eux-mrmes inclinent davantage j examiner le 
juste seulement ».
/a version latine Tu·+ermann propose ici d·$verroqs est trqs approximative 
et semble davantage procpder de la glose ou du rpsump Tue de la traduction 
mot-j-mot. /es pTuivalences entre les termes arabe et latin sont donc peu 
nombreuses pour ce passage. ,l semble Tue la derniqre portion de phrase et 
quoniam ipsi declinant amplius ad hoc ut ratiocinentur justum tantum (et puisTu·eux-
mrmes inclinent davantage j examiner le Muste seulement) soit par ailleurs le fait 
d˞+ermann car il n˞\ a pas de correspondance pour ce passage chez $verroqs.
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.. Fonctions des citations
... al-)öröbƮ
/es citations d·al-)öröbƮ par +ermann (citations de l·Annexe II 1, 2, 3) sont 
destinpes j pclaircir et dpsambiguwser l·emploi de certains termes en explicitant 
les mots Tui restent sous-entendus dans la version arabe de la Rhétorique. 
Dans l·extrait de l·Annexe II 1, Hermann a sans doute choisi de recourir à al-
)öröbƮ pour tenter d·pclairer le texte arabe de la Rhétorique :
Rhét. grecTue (,  b -a )
ȀĮ੿ Ȗ੹ȡ ਥțİȓȞȘ ıȣȜȜȠȖȓȗİĲĮȚ Ƞ੝ț ਥȟ ੰȞ ਩ĲȣȤİȞ (ĳĮȓȞİĲĮȚ Ȗ੹ȡ ਙĲĲĮ țĮ੿ ĲȠ૙Ȣ 
ĮȡĮȜȘȡȠ૨ıȚȞ), ਕȜȜૃਥțİȓȞȘ μ੻Ȟ ਥț Ĳ૵Ȟ ȜȩȖȠȣ įİȠμȑȞȠȚȢ, ἡ δὲ ῥητορικὴ ἐκ τῶν 
ἤδη βουλεύεσθαι εἰωθόσιν. Ἔστι δὲ τὸ ἔργον αὐτῆς ερί τε τοιούτων ερὶ ὧν 
βουλεύομεθα καὶ ĲȑȤȞĮȢ μ੽ ਩ȤȠμİȞ, țĮ੿ ਥȞ ĲȠ૙Ȣ ĲȠȚȠȪĲȠȚȢ ਕțȡȠĮĲĮ૙Ȣ Ƞ੄ Ƞ੝ įȪȞĮȞĲĮȚ 
įȚ੹ ȠȜȜ૵Ȟ ıȣȞȠȡ઼Ȟ Ƞ੝į੻ ȜȠȖȓȗİıșĮȚ ȩȡȡȦșİȞ. 
« Car celle-ci (sc. la dialectiTue) n·extrait pas ses s\llogismes des premiqres 
propositions venues (mrme les gens Tui divaguent ont leurs idpes) elle part 
de propositions Tui font dpbat la rhptoriTue elle de propositions Tui font 
habituellement dpMj l·obMet de dplibpration. /·activitp de la rhptoriTue porte sur 
des Tuestions sur lesTuelles nous sommes amenps j dplibprer et pour lesTuelles 
nous ne posspdons pas de techniTue __  elle s·adresse j des auditeurs incapables 
d·atteindre j une vue d·ensemble par de nombreuses ptapes et de raisonner 
depuis un point ploignp » (trad. Chiron).
$ristote caractprise dans ce passage ce Tui constitue l·activitp propre (਩ȡȖȠȞ) 
de la rhptoriTue et sa materia (son obMet). &es obMets sont ceux sur lesTuels on a 
coutume de dplibprer et pour lesTuels on ne possqde pas d·arts particuliers Tui 
pourraient nous guider sans Tue l·on doive recourir j la techniTue rhptoriTue : 
en d·autres termes on dplibqre sur les choses Tui peuvent rtre aussi bien d·une 
maniqre ou d·une autre.
/e traducteur arabe de la Rhétorique a cependant commis une erreur, ou en 
tout cas une omission puisTue les Tuestions de la rhptoriTue Tui font obMet de 
dplibpration et « pour lesTuelles nous ne posspdons pas de techniTue » (İȡ੿ ੰȞ 
«! ĲȑȤȞĮȢ μ੽ ਩ȤȠμİȞ) deviennent en arabe les « propos Tui sont ainsi c·est-j-
dire ce dans Tuoi nous nous proposons de ne pas avoir d·art » (،ماكــلا نــم اذــكه 
ةـعانص هـيف اـنل نوـكت لاو دـّمعتن دـق اـميف يأ) :
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• Rhét. arabe (/\ons p. . -)
دــ ق اــ ّمموحنلا اذــه ّنإــ ف ،ناك ءيــش ّيأ نــ م ســيل ةــسجلسلا لــعفت اــ íEيأ يــه اــ هّنإف 
اــ ّمأف ،قــطنلما تاوذ ىــ لإ اــهيف Îاــتحُي كــلت ّنــكل ،اــنيوهو انــش اــ2 قــطنن دــقو هارــ ن 
ّنإــف ،لــبق نــم اــهب قــيدصتلاو اــهلوبق دــيتعُأ دــق يــتلا ىــلإ اــهيف Îاــتحُيف ةــ ّيروطيرلا 
ةـعانص هـيف اـنل نوـكت لاا دـّمعتن دـق اـميف يأ ،ماكـلا نـم اذـكه ناك اـميف اـهلمع 
نــع روــملأا اورــصبي نأ نوعيطتــسي لا نــيذلا يأ ،نعماــسلا نــم وــحنلا اذــه يــفو || 
.دــعب نــم ةــسجلسلا لــعفي لاو ةرــيثك بــتارم
« En effet elle aussi (sc. la dialectiTue) produit les s\llogismes non pas de 
n·importe Tuelle chose car cette maniqre vient de ce Tue nous avons pour point 
de vue  or nous parlons de ce Tue nous voulons et dpsirons. Toutefois on a besoin 
dans celle-lj des choses posspdant la logiTue alors Tue dans la rhptoriTue on 
a besoin des choses Tue l·on admet et dont on est convaincu en fonction d·une 
habitude antprieure. &ar son action concerne les propos Tui sont ainsi c·est-j-
dire ce dans Tuoi nous nous proposons de ne pas avoir d·art, || et cette sorte 
d·auditeurs c·est-j-dire ceux Tui sont incapables de voir les choses j partir de 
nombreux degrps et ne produisent pas le s\llogisme j partir d·un point lointain ».
&·est sans doute l·incongruitp de cette formulation Tui expliTue le recours j 
al-)öröbƮ par +ermann.
• Rhét. +ermann (,  b -a )
« 1eTue etiam ipsa operatur sillogismum ex TuacumTue re contingit et hica 
Tuidem enim modus est ex hoc Tuod videmus et Mam ratiocinamus per Tuod 
volumus et amamus sed in illa indigetur logicalibus. ,n rethorica vero indigetur 
hisb Tuorum usitata est acceptio et Tuorum praehibita est credulitas. Etenim 
ejus operatioc fit in eo Tuod est ut hoc ex sermone id est in eo in Tuo intenditur 
non esse artem — $lpharabius : id est ordinem artificialem logicesd — et in isto 
modo auditorum id est Tui non valent percipere res ab ordinibus pluribus et non 
faciunte sillogismum ex longinTuo ». 
a hic P : hoc T   b his P : hiis T   c operatio P : comparatio T   d id est ordinem artificialem 
logices om. T   e faciunt 3 : fatiunt T
« Car elle (sc. la dialectiTue) ne met pas en ±uvre de s\llogisme j partir de 
n·importe Tuelle chose existante et c·est certes lj en effet le mode Tui provient de 
ce Tue nous vo\ons et sur Tuoi nous raisonnons au mo\en de ce Tue nous voulons 
et aimons, mais dans celle-là (sc. la rhptoriTue) on a besoin de propositions! 
logiTues. 0ais dans la rhptoriTue on a besoin de choses dont l˞acception est 
 En suivant le manuscrit : ّلاأ  et non l·pmendation de /\ons لاو.
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habituelle et dont la valeur persuasive a ptp acTuise antprieurement. En effet sa 
mise en ±uvre se rpalise dans ce Tui provient comme cela du discours c˞est-j-
dire dans ce dans Tuoi on vise j ne pas avoir d·art ³ al-)öröbƮ : c˞est-j-dire l˞ordre 
techniTue de la logiTue ³ et devant ce mode d˞auditeurs c˞est-j-dire ceux Tui 
ne sont pas capables de percevoir les choses j partir de nombreuses ptapes et ne 
produisent pas de s\llogisme depuis un point ploignp ».
En recourant j al-)öröbƮ +ermann souhaite ainsi souligner Tue la rhptoriTue 
ne suit pas strictement l·ordre logiTue de composition des s\llogismes tels 
Tu·ils sont dpcrits dans les Analytiques ou mrme dans les Topiques mais Tue du 
point de vue de leur matiqre comme de leur forme les dpmonstrations de t\pe 
rhptoriTue ne sont pas strictement logiTues : elles omettent gpnpralement une 
prpmisse parce Tue cette prpmisse est fausse.
... $verroqs
/es citations d·$verroqs beaucoup plus longues Tue celles d·al-)öröbƮ 
semblent assumer au moins trois fonctions :  complpter l·information  
expliTuer et dpsambiguwser et  remplacer le texte arabe de la Rhétorique Mugp 
trop obscur. 
a. &omplpter l·information
Tout d·abord elles sont destinpes j dpvelopper la penspe d·$ristote mrme 
si le texte traduit de l·arabe ne prpsente a priori pas de difficultps (citations de 
l’Annexe III 1, 2, 4, 6, 10). Elles viennent donc fournir au lecteur de la Rhétorique 
comme un complpment d·information destinp j enrichir le contexte thporiTue 
du passage. S·apparentant j un commentaire elles donnent plus de profondeur 
aux enMeux du traitp d·$ristote en insistant gpnpralement sur la valeur logiTue du 
traitp dpMj soulignpe dans le prologue j la traduction de la Rhétorique : la citation 
de l’Annexe III 1 souligne ainsi le rapport entre la rhptoriTue et la dialectiTue ; 
la citation de l’Annexe III 2 insiste sur le r{le maMeur Moup par l·enth\mqme dans 
la rhptoriTue ; la citation de l’Annexe III 4 dpveloppe l·utilitp de la rhptoriTue ; 
la citation de l’Annexe III 6 pclaire les rapports entre rhptoriTue dialectiTue et 
sophistiTue ; enfin la citation de l·Annexe III 10 pnumqre les diffprents t\pes de 
hasards Tui ont ptp identifips par $ristote. 
-e donne ici j titre d·exemple la citation de l·Annexe III 4 de mon édition :
• Rhét. grecTue (,  a -)
Xρήσιμος δέ ἐστιν ἡ ῥητορικὴ διά τε τὸ φύσει εἶναι κρείττω τἀληθῆ καὶ τὰ 
δίκαια τῶν ἐναντίων, ὥστε ἐὰν μὴ κατὰ τὸ ροσῆκον αἱ κρίσεις γίγνωνται, 
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ἀνάγκη δι᾽ αਫ਼ĲઁȞ ਲĲĲ઼ıșĮȚǜ ĲȠ૨ĲȠ įૃ ਥıĲ੿Ȟ ਙȟȚȠȞ ਥȚĲȚμȒıİȦȢ. ਯĲȚ į੻ ȡઁȢ ਥȞȓȠȣȢ 
Ƞ੝įૃ İੁ Ĳ੽Ȟ ਕțȡȚȕİıĲȐĲȘȞ ਩ȤȠȚμİȞ ਥȚıĲȒμȘȞ, ૧઻įȚȠȞ ਕૃ ਥțİੁȞȘȢ İ૙ıĮȚ ȜȑȖȠȞĲĮȢ.
« 0ais la rhptoriTue est utile d·abord parce Tue le vrai et le Muste ont naturellement 
plus de force Tue leurs contraires  aussi Tuand les dpcisions ne sont pas 
convenablement prises est-ce npcessairement par sa propre faute Tue l·on est 
battu et cela mprite d·rtre blkmp. En outre il \ a de certaines personnes Tue 
eussions-nous la science la plus exacte nous ne saurions grkce j elle facilement 
persuader par nos discours » (trad. Chiron).
• Rhét. arabe (/\ons p. . -)
نــم  ةــعيبطلا  ىــف  لــEفا  تلاداــعلا  ةــقداصلا  ّنلا ،ةــعفنمو ءاــنغ تاذ ةــّيروطيرلاو 
روـهقم بوـلIماهيف ءرـلماف ىـIبني اـم ىـلع ماكـحلأا lـبEت مـل اذا هـّنا ّمـث .اـهدادضا 
ىـIبي سـيل اـفنص Õاـنلا نـم ّنا ّمـث .cـيبوتلاو بـينأتلا ّقحتـسي رـما اذـهو ،ةـلاحم لا 
ىــسقتسلما حــ يحصلا مــ لعلا مــهنيبو اــ ننيب اــميف لمعتــسن نا 
« /a rhptoriTue est utile et bpnpfiTue parce Tue les choses vraies et Mustes sont 
par nature meilleures Tue leus contraires  ensuite parce Tue si les Mugements 
ne sont pas rendus comme il faut l·homme concernp par ces Mugements! est 
npcessairement vaincu et subMugup et cela mprite le blkme et le reproche ; 
ensuite parce Tu·il existe une certaine classe d·hommes pour lesTuels il nous est 
absolument impossible entre eux et nous d·utiliser la science vraie et exacte ».
• CmRhét (Aouad 1.1.14, p. 8)
ةــلضافلا لاــمعلأا ىــلع نــّيندلما [ّــتح اــهّنأ اــمهادحإ .ناــتعفنم ةــباطخللو : لاــق 
لـيواقلأاب اوـطَبEُي مـل اذإـف ةـلداعلا لـئاEفلا ّدـض ىـلإ نوـلييم عـبطلاب Õاـنلا ّنأ كـلذو 
ةـلعاف ّقحتـسي موـمذم ءيـش كـلذو ،ةـلداعلا لاـعفلأا دادـضأ مـهيلع تـبلغ ةـّيبطلخا 
لا يذـّـلا رــّبدلما وأ ةــلداعلا لاــعفلأا ّدــض ىــلإ لــييم يذـّـلا يــنعأ ،cــيبوتلاو بــينأتلا 
.ةــ لداعلا لــ ئاEفلا ىــ لع ةــ ّيبطلخا لــ يواقلأاب نــ ّيندلما lــ بEي
« Aristote a dit : /a rhptoriTue a deux utilitps. /·une des deux est Tu·elle incite 
les cito\ens aux actions excellentes. En effet les gens inclinent par nature 
vers le contraire des excellences Mustes (al-faŐaʾil al-ʿādila)  Tuand donc ils ne 
sont pas tenus fermement par les propos rhptoriTues ils sont vaincus par les 
contraires des actes justes (Ƒalabat ʿala\-Kim aŐdad al-afʿāl al-ʿādila) ; or cela est 
une chose blkmable dont l·agent mprite la rpprimande et la remontrance Me 
veux dire celui Tui incline vers le contraire des actes Mustes ou le dirigeant Tui 
ne tient pas fermement les cito\ens par les propos rhptoriTues dans le cadre 
des excellences Mustes ».
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• Rhét. +ermann (,  a -)
« 5ethorica autem utilis est et proficiens eo Tuod veracia secundum Mustum 
meliora sunt suis contrariis. 4uando etenim non fiunt Mudicia contenta secundum 
Tuod oportet vincuntur ab his rebus necessario et istud est res Tue meretur 
redargutionem et increpationem. $verroes. 5hetorica duas habet utilitates Tuarum 
una est Tuod instigat cives ad operationes nobiles. +omines enim naturalitera 
proni sunt ad contrarium operationum justitieb. 4uando igiturc non retinentur per 
sermones rhetoricos vincunt eosd illicita desideria et operantur contraria operibus 
Mustitie. ,nTuit interpres idem : veritates rerum operandarum pertinentium justitie 
seTuende sunt et respuende falsitates desideriorum illicitorum et ad has veritates 
conatur rhetorica et ad redargutiones et increpationese propter opposita. Deinde 
eo Tuod aliTuis modus hominum contra Tuos in eo Tuod est inter nos et ipsos non 
oportet ut utamur scientia certa exTuisita ».
a naturaliter om. T   b operationum justitie PT : justitie operationum F   c igitur om. F   d 
eos om. F   e ad redargutiones et increpationes T : ad redargutiones et increpationes et 
redargutiones et increpationes 3
« 2r la rhptoriTue est utile et profitable dans la mesure o les choses vraies et 
conformes j la Mustice sont meilleures Tue leurs contraires. En effet Tuand les 
Mugements ne sont pas rendus comme il faut on est npcessairement vaincus par 
ces choses et c·est lj une chose Tui mprite le blkme et le reproche. $verroqs. 
/a rhptoriTue a deux utilitps dont l·une est Tu·elle pousse les cito\ens vers les 
actions vertueuses. /es hommes sont en effet enclins par nature au contraire des 
actions de la justice. Quand donc ils ne sont pas fermement tenus par les propos 
rhptoriTues les dpsirs illicites les vainTuent et ils exercent les actes contraires 
à la justice. /e mrme interprqte dit : les vpritps des actions relevant de la justice 
doivent rtre poursuivies et doivent rtre reMetps les mensonges des dpsirs illicites 
et c·est vers ces vpritps Tue tend la rhptoriTue ainsi Tue vers les rpprimandes et 
les remontrances à cause des actes opposés à la justice. Ensuite parce Tu·il existe 
un certain mode d·hommes contre lesTuels dans les situations Tui nous opposent 
j eux il ne convient pas Tue nous utilisions la science vraie et exacte ».
/a comparaison de la version arabe de la Rhétorique et de sa traduction latine 
par +ermann indiTue Tue le traducteur a traduit la totalitp du texte arabe et Tue 
cette traduction n·a pas posp problqme. 0ais il a toutefois choisi d·\ insprer en 
outre la citation d·$verroqs afin de dpvelopper l·idpe Tui est ici abordpe par le 
Stagirite peut-rtre d·une faoon trop rapide. 
b. ExpliTuer et dpsambiguwser
D’autres citations (citations de l’Annexe III 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14) visent j rendre 
le texte plus clair et plus comprphensible en procpdant j des explicitations 
voire en proposant des explications.
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/·exemple le plus ploTuent est j ce titre celui de la citation de l·Annexe III 
14 o +ermann expliTue lui-mrme la raison pour laTuelle il a recouru j une 
citation. /e texte d·$ristote dans la version arabe est tellement obscur dans son 
expression Tu·il avoue s·rtre rapportp j $vicenne et $verroqs. /e passage se 
situe dans l·pnumpration des biens :
• Rhét. grecTue (,  a -)
ȀĮ੿ ੔ Ƞੂ ਥȤșȡȠ੿ țĮ੿ Ƞੂ ĳĮ૨ȜȠȚ ਥĮȚȞȠ૨ıȚȞǜ ੮ıİȡ Ȗ੹ȡ ȐȞĲİȢ ਵįȘ ੒μȠȜȠȖȠ૨ıȚȞ, țĮ੿ 
੔ Ƞੂ țĮț૵Ȣ İȠȞșȩĲİȢǜ įȚ੹ Ȗ੹ȡ Ĳઁ ĳĮȞİȡઁȞ ੒μȠȜȠȖȠ૙İȞ ਙȞ. ੶ıİȡ țĮ੿ ĳĮ૨ȜȠȚ Ƞ੠Ȣ Ƞੂ 
ĳȓȜȠȚ ȥȑȖȠȣıȚ, țĮ੿ >ਕȖĮșȠ੿@ Ƞ੠Ȣ Ƞੂ ਩ȤșȡȠȚ μ੽ ȥȑȖȠȣıȚȞ. ¨Țઁ ȜİȜȠȚįȠȡોıĲĮȚ ਫ਼ȑȜĮȕȠȞ 
ȀȠȡȓȞșȚȠȚ ਫ਼ઁ ȈȚμȦȞȓįȠȣ ȠȚȒıĮȞĲȠȢ ¶ȀȠȡȚȞșȓȠȚȢ įૃ Ƞ੝ μȑμĳİĲĮȚ Ĳઁ ੍ȜȚȠȞૃ. ȀĮ੿ 
੔ Ĳ૵Ȟ ĳȡȠȞȓμȦȞ ĲȚȢ ਲ਼ Ĳ૵Ȟ ਕȖĮș૵Ȟ ਕȞįȡ૵Ȟ ਲ਼ ȖȣȞĮȚț૵Ȟ ȡȠȑțȡȚȞİȞ, ȠੈȠȞ ੗įȣııȑĮ 
ਝșȘȞ઼ țĮ੿ ਬȜȑȞȘȞ ĬȘıİઃȢ țĮ੿ ਝȜȑȟĮȞįȡȠȞ Įੂ șİĮ੿ țĮ੿ ਝȤȚȜȜȑĮ ੜμȘȡȠȢ.
« Et aussi ce Tue louent nos ennemis et les mpchants car j ce moment-lj on a 
l·pTuivalent d·un accord unanime  et aussi ce Tue louent mrme ceux Tui ont ptp 
victimes car il est probable Tue cet aveu leur est inspirp par l·pvidence  de mrme 
Tue sont mauvais ceux Tue blkment leurs amis de mrme ne! sont pas! bons ceux 
Tue ne blkment pas leurs ennemis. &·est pour cela Tue les &orinthiens se sont crus 
insultps par le poqme de Simonide : ¶,lion n·en veut pas aux &orinthiens«·. Est 
aussi un bien ce Tui a suscitp la prpfprence d·un rtre prudent ou d·un homme ou 
d·une femme de valeur par exemple celle d·$thpna pour 8l\sse de Thpspe pour 
+plqne des dpesses pour $lexandre et d·+omqre pour $chille » (trad. Chiron).
• Rhét. arabe (/\ons p. . -)
ديدـشلا ررـEلا مـهب ّرـضا نـيذلا ّنـكل رـيلخاب نوـفرتعي رارـشلأاو ءادـعلأاو ءاـقدصلأاو 
ّمـث .هدوـحجو هـيفن نوعيطتـسي سـيلف اـEيا ءادـعلأاو ،ارـهاظ ىرـي هـّنلا رـيلخاب نوّرـقي 
راــتخا اــمك ءاــسنلاو لاــجرلا نــم راــيلخا نــم وا ءاــقعلا نــم ناــسنا راــتخاف مّدــقت نــم 
.سـلخاو ردنكـسلااو ىـنلااو ىـنيثلاا Õوـسودا Õورـيموا
« /es amis les ennemis et les mpchants reconnaissent le bien mais ceux Tui 
ont subi un grand dommage reconnaissent le bien parce Tu·il se voit de faoon 
pvidente et les ennemis non plus ne peuvent pas le nier et le contester. Enfin 
celui Tui prpcpda et choisit un homme parmi les sages ou parmi les hommes 
de bien parmi les hommes ou les femmes tout comme +omqre choisit 8l\sse 
l·$thpnien +plqne $lexandre et $chille ».
 Les mots țĮ੿ Ƞੂ ĳĮ૨ȜȠȚ sont supprimps par .assel dans son pdition mais la version Tui a ptp 
traduite en arabe contenait bien ces mots ³ ou leurs pTuivalents en s\riaTue si la traduction a ptp 
rpalispe j partir du s\riaTue.
 En lisant اíناسنا au lieu de ناسنا. 
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• Rhét. +ermann (,  a -)
« $mici autem et inimici et maligni consentiunt in bonum. $ttamen cum 
infertur eis dampnum eximium et vehemens et si Tuidem doleant de dampno 
assentiunt tamen bono propterea Tuod ipsum est in propaculo et inimici 
etiam non possunt resistere et negare ipsum. -! Dixit translator. ,n hoc passu 
invenimus textum $ristotilis vel ita corruptum vel decurtatum vel forte in se 
obscurum Tuod sententiam plane intelligibilem ex eo elicere non potuimus. 
9nde visum fuit verbum ex verbo transferre et post ipsum ad eMus elucidationem 
textum $viscenne ex libro suo $sschiphe subMungere usTue ad finem capituli. 
,nTuit $ristotilis. ,stud est commentum et debebat esse in margine sed non 
potuit. $verroesa. Etb ex inceptivis beneficiis valdec conferentibus et ex actibus 
Tuorum magnifica reputaturd Tuantitas apud eos erga Tuos talia exercentur est 
ut eligat Tuis virum Tuempiam magne potentie ex aliTua gente nota habenteme 
inimicum similiter magne potentie ex gente altera et extollat virum illum et 
sibi pertinentes laudibus et beneficiis Tuibus potueritf ; inimicum vero et sibi 
pertinentes deprimitg et mala Tue potuerit exaggregath erga ipsum prout accidit 
Homero poete cum Grecis et inimicis eorum. *recos enim et magnates eorum 
et Tui ex parte ipsorum erant magnificavit laudibus et extulit carminibus 
durabilibus in sempiternum. $lios vero scilicet ipsorum adversarios submersit 
vituperiis Tue nulla umTuam absterget oblivio in facto proelii Tuod olim habitum 
est inter ipsos. *reci igitur +omerum Tuasi pro viro deificato receperunt et pro 
summo doctore habuerunt. Et ut in summa dicaturi malum inferre inimicis et 
bonum conferre amicis de rebus valde utilibus reputatur. Deinde Tui antecedit et 
eligit ex viris aut ex feminis Tuemadmodum elegit homerus orosium atheniensem 
et Elenam et $lexandrum et $chillem ».
a averroes 3 : aviscenne T   b et om. T   c valde T : vadit 3)   d magnifica reputatur 3) : 
magnificare putatur T   e habentem 3 : habente T)   f potuerit PT : potuit F   g deprimit PT : 
deprimet F    h exaggregat 3T : exagerat )   i dicatur FP : dicens T
« 2r les amis les ennemis et les mpchants s·accordent sur le bien. Toutefois 
lorsTu·on leur inÁige un dommage excessif et violent et s·ils se plaignent du 
dommage ils donnent toutefois leur assentiment au bien parce Tu·il est lui-mrme 
exposp j la vue de tout le monde et mrme les ennemis ne peuvent lui rpsister et 
le nier. Le traducteur dit : dans ce passage nous trouvons Tue le texte d·$ristote 
est soit corrompu soit mutilp soit peut-rtre obscur en lui-mrme parce Tue nous 
n·avons pas pu en tirer une phrase tout j fait intelligible. $ussi avons-nous dpcidp 
de traduire mot-j-mot et j la suite de cette traduction! Moindre en vue de son 
plucidation le texte du livre d·$vicenne al-Šifaʾ MusTu·j la fin du chapitre. $ristote 
dit. 9oilj le commentaire et il devait figurer dans la marge mais Me n·ai pas pu l·\ 
inscrire!. $verroqs. Et parmi les bienfaits initiaux Tui sont trqs utiles et les actes 
dont la Tuantitp est estimpe imposante par ceux envers Tui de tels bienfaits sont 
prodigups il \ a le fait Tue TuelTu·un choisisse un homme d·un grand pouvoir 
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issu d’une nation rpputpe a\ant un ennemi d·un grand pouvoir pgalement issu 
d·une autre nation et Tu·il distingue cet homme et les siens par des louanges et 
des bienfaits Tu·il peut et Tu·il rabaisse au contraire son ennemi et les siens et lui 
rpserve les maux Tu·il peut comme c·est arrivp au poqte +omqre avec les Grecs 
et leurs ennemis. ,l magnifia en effet les *recs leurs chefs et ceux Tui ptaient 
de leur c{tp au mo\en de louanges et les distingua pour touMours dans ses vers 
durables. 0ais les autres leurs adversaires il les no\a dans des blkmes Tu·aucun 
oubli Mamais ne dissiperait dans le fait du combat Tui s·est tenu entre eux. Les 
*recs estimqrent donc +omqre comme un homme divin et le tinrent pour le plus 
grand savant. Et pour le dire en un mot faire du mal aux ennemis et du bien aux 
amis est comptp parmi les choses Tui sont trqs utiles. Ensuite celui Tui prpcqde et 
choisit parmi les hommes ou les femmes tout comme +omqre choisit l·$thpnien 
2rosius +plqne $lexandre et $chille ».
 
8n exemple d·explicitation est donnp en revanche dans la citation de 
l’Annexe III 5 Tui s·insqre dans un contexte o $ristote pvoTue l·utilitp de la 
rhptoriTue laTuelle est capable de persuader d·une chose et de son contraire :
• Rhét. grecTue (,  a -)
ਯĲȚ į੻ ĲਕȞĮȞĲȓĮ įİ૙ įȪȞĮıșĮȚ İȓșİȚȞ, țĮșȐİȡ țĮ੿ ਥȞ ĲȠ૙Ȣ ıȣȜȜȠȖȚıμȠ૙Ȣ, Ƞ੝Ȥ ੖ȦȢ 
ਕμĳȩĲİȡĮ ȡȐĲĲȦμİȞ (Ƞ੝ Ȗ੹ȡ įİ૙ Ĳ੹ ĳĮ૨ȜĮ İȓșİȚȞ), ਕȜȜૃ ੆ȞĮ μȒĲİ ȜĮȞșȐȞૉ ૵Ȣ ਩ȤİȚ 
țĮ੿ ੖ȦȢ ਙȜȜȠȣ ȤȡȦμȑȞȠȣ μ੽ įȚțĮȓȦȢ ĲȠ૙Ȣ ȜȩȖȠȚȢ Į੝ĲȠ੿ ȜȪİȚȞ ਩ȤȦμİȞ. 
« En outre il faut rtre capable de persuader des thqses contraires comme aussi 
dans les s\llogismes non pour soutenir effectivement l·une et l·autre (car il ne 
faut pas persuader de ce Tui est mal) mais pour Tue le procpdp ne nous pchappe 
pas et afin Tue si TuelTu·un d·autre use des discours j des fins inMustes nous 
so\ons nous-mrmes en ptat de le rpfuter » (trad. Chiron).
• Rhét. arabe (/\ons pp. .  - . )
 ىــلع عــنقن دــق اــّنماف ،ةــسجلسلا نــكيم اــمك ،نــيّداEتلما ىــف عاــنقلإا نــكيم دــقو 
كـلذ ىـف بـهذلما اـنيلع ىـفخي اـيكل لـب اـعيمج نـيرملأا دـقعنل سـيل ةـيانلجا ىذ 
.هــ يلع صــقنن نا لدــ علا رــ يIب مــ ّلكت مــ ّلكتلما اذا عيطتــسن فــ يكو
« /a persuasion des contraires est possible de mrme Tue la s\llogistiTue est 
possible car nous ne persuadons Tu·au suMet du coupable non pas pour lier les 
deux choses ensemble mais pour Tue nous n·ignorions pas la mpthode en cela 
et Tue nous n·ignorions pas! la faoon dont si l·orateur a parlp contre la Mustice 
nous pouvons le contredire ».
frédérique woerther206
• CmRhét (Aouad 1.1.17, p. 9)
لـعفن اـّنأ يـنعأتـسلو .ءىـِسُي مـل هـّنأو ءاـسأ هـّنأ يـنالجا يذ يـف عـِنقُن دـق اـّنأ كـلذو 
بـسحب تـقو يـف اذـهو تـقو يـف اذـه لـعفن لـب دـحاو تـقو يـف اـ íعيمج نـيرملأا .رـخآ تـقو يـف اـ íعفان ه`دـضو تـقو يـف اـ íعفان ءيـشلا نوـكي اـم ا íرـيثك هـّنأ كـلذو عـفنلأا 
« «En effet nous persuadons parfois au suMet du coupable Tu·il a fait du tort et 
Tu·il n·en a pas fait. -e ne veux pas dire Tue nous faisons les deux choses ensemble 
en mrme temps mais nous faisons ceci en une temps et cela en un autre temps, 
selon ce Tui est le plus utile car souvent la chose est utile en un temps et son 
contraire inutile en un autre temps ».
• Rhét. +ermann (,  a -)
« Et est possibilis persuasio in duobus contrariis sicut possibilis est sillogizatio. 
$verroes. 3ecasse ipsum et non peccasse sed non hec duo simul, sed modo 
hoca modo illud. $ristoteles. 1os enim interdum persuademus de Áagitioso non 
ut connectamus utrasTue res simul sed ut non lateat nos via in hac et Tualiter 
possimus Tuando Tuis locutus fuerit id Tuod preter Mustum est et contradicere ei ».
a hoc P : hec T
« Et la persuasion est possible dans les deux contraires de mrme Tue la 
s\llogistiTue est possible. $verroqs. 4u·il a failli et n·a pas failli mais non ces 
deux choses en mrme temps mais tant{t l·une tant{t l·autre. $ristote. En effet 
nous persuadons tant{t au suMet du coupable non pas pour lier les deux choses en 
mrme temps mais pour Tue nous n·ignorions pas la mpthode en cela et Tue nous 
n·ignorions pas! la faoon dont Tuand TuelTu·un aura dit TuelTue chose Tui n·est 
pas juste, nous pourrons aussi le contredire ».
0rme si la traduction arabe de la Rhétorique n·est pas fidqle au grec original 
la comparaison de la version arabe avec la traduction d·+ermann indiTue Tue 
le latin a rendu compte de la totalitp du texte arabe sans problqme apparent. 
+ermann a choisi ici de recourir j une citation du &ommentaire d·$verroqs pour 
expliciter et souligner tout en l·illustrant l·idpe Tu·il ne s·agit pas en rhptoriTue 
de soutenir une thqse et son contraire mais d·rtre simplement dans la capacitp 
de le faire selon le moment.
c. Remplacer
 Enfin +ermann a recouru dans un seul cas j une citation (citation de 
l’Annexe III 3) Tui vient remplacer le texte arabe de la Rhétorique Mugp trop 
obscur pour pouvoir rtre traduit en latin. Dans cette citation de l·Annexe III 3, 
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c·est la comparaison des versions arabe et latine Tui permet de dpterminer Tu·il 
\ a eu remplacement d·un passage de la version arabe de la Rhétorique par une 
citation d·$verroqs. 
/e passage de la Rhétorique en Tuestion ptablit dans sa version originale 
grecTue Tue l·examen du vrai et du vraisemblable relqve de la mrme capacitp 
et Tue la nature des hommes les fait pencher gpnpralement du c{tp de la vpritp :
• Rhét. grecTue (,  a -)
¨Țઁ ȡઁȢ Ĳ੹ ਩ȞįȠȟĮ ıĲȠȤĮıĲȚț૵Ȣ ਩ȤİȚȞ ĲȠ૨ ੒μȠȓȦȢ ਩ȤȠȞĲȠȢ țĮ੿ ȡઁȢ Ĳ੽Ȟ ਕȜȒșİȚȐȞ 
ਥıĲȚȞ. ੜĲȚ μ੻Ȟ Ƞ੣Ȟ Ĳ੹ ਩ȟȦ ĲȠ૨ ȡȐȖμĮĲȠȢ Ƞੂ ਙȜȜȠȚ ĲİȤȞȠȜȠȖȠ૨ıȚ, țĮ੿ įȚȩĲȚ μ઼ȜȜȠȞ 
ਕȠȞİȞİȣțȐıȚ ȡઁȢ Ĳઁ įȚțȠȜȠȖİ૙Ȟ, ĳĮȞİȡȩȞǜ ȤȡȒıȚμȠȢ įȑ ਥıĲȚȞ ਲ ૧ȘĲȠȡȚț੽ įȚȐ Ĳİ Ĳઁ 
ĳȪıİȚ İੇȞĮȚ țȡİȓĲĲȦ ĲਕȜȘșો țĮ੿ Ĳ੹ įȓțĮȚĮ Ĳ૵Ȟ ਥȞĮȞĲȓȦȞ.
« &ar l·examen du vrai et du semblable au vrai relqve de la mrme capacitp 
et en mrme temps les hommes sont par nature suffisamment doups pour le 
vrai et ils arrivent la plupart du temps j la vpritp : en conspTuence celui Tui 
a dpMj l·aptitude j viser la vpritp possqde aussi l·aptitude j viser les opinions 
communes. 4ue les autres sppcialistes se consacrent j ce Tui est en dehors de 
la cause et pourTuoi ils se penchent avec prpdilection sur la plaidoirie voilj 
donc Tui est pvident ».
Toutefois la traduction arabe se rpvqle trqs fautive et incomprphensible :
• Rhét. arabe (/\ons p. . -)
ّنا ا íذا نابتـسا دـقف : هـب ةهيبـش اـهّنا لـبق نـم ّقـلحا مـلع ىـف لـخدت دـق تادوـملمحاو 
اوقطني نا ىـلا ةداـيgب اوـلام مـهّناو هرـهاظو رـملأا ةـحفص ىـف لوـقلا نوـفرخgي اـّنما ءلاؤـه 
يــف لــEفا تلاداــعلا تاــقداصلا ّنلا ،ةــعفنمو ءاــ نغ تاذ ةــ ّيروطيرلاو .lــقف لدــعلاب 
.اـهدادضا نـم ةـعيبطلا
« /es choses vraisemblables entrent dans la science de la vpritp du fait Tu·elles lui 
ressemblent : il est donc pvident Tue ceux-ci ornent le propos dans la surface de la 
chose et son apparence, et Tue ces gens-là inclinent la majeure partie du temps à 
profprer uniTuement des paroles justes. /a rhptoriTue est utile et bpnpfiTue parce 
Tue les choses vraies et Mustes sont par nature meilleures Tue leurs contraires ».
$ussi +ermann a-t-il tout simplement supprimp le passage (ici soulignp) ³ si 
l·on accepte toutefois Tu·+ermann ait travaillp j partir d·une copie proche de 
celle du Parisinus  ³ pour le remplacer directement par la glose d·$verroqs :
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• Rhét. +ermann (,  a -)
« 3robabilia autem ingrediuntur scientiam veri ex hoc Tuod assimilatur ei. 3atet 
igitur Tuoniam illi picturant orationema in superficie rei et eMus apparentia. 
$verroes. Et non attingunt Tuod est tamTuam constitutivum et essentiale rei 
et si putentur per hocb incessisse via recta et Musta et Tuoniam ipsi declinant 
ampliusc ad hoc ut ratiocinentur justum tantumd. Rethorica autem utilis est et 
proficiens eo Tuod veracia secundum Mustum meliora sunt suis contrariis ».
a orationem correxi : orationi mss.   b hoc PF : hec T   c declinant amplius PT : amplius 
declinant F   d P marg.   ) v - : In alio (F : uno) exemplari ut dicant () : dicunt) 
dictionem secundum viam Musti tantum
« 2r les choses probables entrent dans la science du vrai du fait Tu·elles lui 
ressemblent. ,l est donc pvident Tu·ils dppeignent leurs discours dans la surface 
de la chose et son apparence. $verroqs. Et ils n·atteignent pas ce Tui est pour 
ainsi dire constitutif de la chose et Tui lui est essentiel mrme si l·on considqre 
pour cela Tu·ils sont passps par une voie correcte et Muste et puisTu·eux-mrmes 
inclinent davantage j examiner le Muste seulement. 2r la rhptoriTue est utile 
et profitable dans la mesure o les choses vraies et conformes j la Mustice sont 
meilleures Tue leurs contraires ».
concLusion
&omme il l·a indiTup dans le prologue j sa traduction de la Rhétorique, 
+ermann vise ici j ne fournir Tu·une traduction provisoire destinpe j rtre 
ampliorpe et corrigpe ³ dans le meilleur des cas j rtre remplacpe par une 
nouvelle traduction Tui serait rpalispe j partir de l·original grec. 
&·est donc dans cette perspective Tu·il convient de dpgager la fonction de 
ces citations selon le t\pe de commentaires dont elles sont extraites. D·une 
part les citations extraites du *rand commentaire d·al-)öröbƮ interviennent 
gpnpralement dans la traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique pour en expliciter 
certains termes obscurs ou sous-entendus : la perspective propre du *rand 
commentaire Tui procqde en citant chaTue lemme puis en en explicitant chaTue 
terme dans son intpgralitp permet aispment ce genre de recours. D·autre part 
les passages plus ou moins longs plus ou moins fidqles extraits du &ommentaire 
mo\en d·$verroqs visent sans toutefois se substituer j la traduction d·+ermann 
(sauf dans un seul cas) non seulement j complpter le sens du texte en l·pclairant 
 +ermann a conservp le singulier dans sa traduction latine alors Tue le pluriel neutre 
probabilia aurait demandp en latin un accord au pluriel. &·est bien ces probabilia Tui sont le suMet de 
assimilatur (voir le texte arabe).
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pour souligner la valeur logiTue de la rhptoriTue mais aussi j plucider le sens 
d·un passage Tui n·est pas assez clair.
/es passages d·al-)öröbƮ et d·$verroqs Tu·+ermann a intpgrps dans sa 
traduction de la version arabe de la Rhétorique proviennent respectivement des 
chapitres   et  et    et  du livre ,. $utrement dit +ermann n·a eu 
recours j ces passages Tue pour la traduction de la premiqre moitip du livre , 
de la Rhétorique aristotplicienne. Est-ce j dire Tu˞il s˞agit lj des chapitres Tui 
ont posp le plus de difficultps j +ermann parce Tu˞il ne comprenait pas l˞arabe 
du texte Tu˞il traduisait ? Considérait-il ces premiers chapitres comme les plus 
importants et les plus dpcisifs de la Rhétorique et par conspTuent destinps j 
rtre explicitps au maximum " 1e disposait-il alors Tue du dpbut de ces deux 
&ommentaires ³ mais l·indication d·+ermann lui-mrme prpcisant Tue le 
&ommentaire d·al-)öröbƮ s·arrrte au chapitre  du livre ,,, semblerait rpfuter 
cette derniqre h\pothqse. En tout ptat de cause ces Tuestions pourront rtre 
convenablement pclaircies une fois Tu·aura ptp menpe l·ptude des citations 
d·$vicenne dans la traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique.
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Annexes
i. <proLogue d’hermAnn> à LA trAduction ArABo-LAtine de LA rhétorique
&apitulum prohemiale in elucidationem seTuentis operis. ,nTuit +ermannus 
$lemannus. 2pus presentis translationis rethorice $ristotilis et eius poetrie ex 
arabico eloTuio in latinum iamdudum intuitu venerabilis patris -ohannis %urgensis 
episcopi et regis castelle cancellarii inceperam. Sed propter occurrentia impedimenta 
usTue nunc non potui consummare. Suscipiant ergo ipsum latini precipui inter 
ceteras nationes secundum statum presentis temporis zelatores et cultores partis 
philosophie rationalis, ut estimo : ut sic habeant complementum logici negocii 
secundum $ristotelis intentionem. 4uod autem hi duo libri logicales sint nemo 
dubitat Tui perspexerit libros $rabum famosorum $lfarabii videlicet et $vicenne et 
$venrosdi et Tuorundam aliorum. ,mo ex ipso textu manifestius hoc patebit. 1eTue 
excusabiles sunt ut fortassis alicui videbitur propter 0arcii Tullii rethoricam 
et 2ratii poetriam. Tullius namTue rethoricam partem civilis scientie posuit et 
secundum hanc intentionem eam potissime tractavit. 2ratius vero poetriam prout 
pertinet ad gramaticam potius expedivit. 9erumptamen dictorum virorum scripta 
non minimum utilia sunt ad opera presentia intelligendum. 1ec miretur TuisTuam 
vel indignetur de difficultate vel Tuasi ruditate translationis. 1am multo difficilius 
et rudius ex greco in arabicum est translata ita Tuod $lfarabius Tui primus conatus 
est ex rethorica aliTuem intellectum glosando elicere multa exempla greca propter 
ipsorum obscuritatem pertransiens derelinTuit. Et propter eandem causam multa 
dubie exposuit  et ut $vicenna et $venrosd estimant propter hanc etiam causam 
glosam usTue ad finem negocii non perduxit. Et isti TuoTue duo viri in finibus 
tractatuum suorum Tuos imitantes $ristotelem composuerunt sic inTuiunt. +oc 
est Tuod intelligere et excipere potuimus de translatione Tue pervenit ad nos 
horum voluminum $ristotelis. ,deoTue usTue hodie etiam apud arabes hi duo libri 
Tuasi neglecti sunt et vix unum invenire potui Tui mecum studendo in ipsis vellet 
diligentius laborare. 9eniam igitur concedant Tui forsitan non immerito poterunt 
hunc meum laborem de imperfectione redarguere. Et si eis non placuerit TuicTuam 
fructus ex eo Tuerere possunt ipsum deserere redargutum. Sane tamen ipsis 
consulo ut malint hos codices habere sic translatos Tuam penitus derelictos. 1ichil 
enim pura privatione incultius sed potest TuoTuomodo hiis habitis per paulatina 
incrementa finis tandem desiderate perfectionis facilius impertiri Tuemadmodum 
contingit in libro 1ichomachie Tuem latini Ethicam $ristotelis appellant. 1am et 








2 capitulum«seTuentis operis om. T __ inTuit 3 : inTuid T   6 consummare P : consumari ? 
T   8 philosophie P : phisice T   9 aristotelis P : aristotilis T || hi P : hii T   10 perspexerit 
libros arabum famosorum 3 : libros arabum prospexerit T  11 avicenne 3 : aviscenne T __ 
averrosdi 3 : avenrosd T __ hoc 3 : hic T   15 potius P : pocius T   20 derelinTuit 3 : dereliTuid 
T   21 avicenna 3 : aviscenna T __ averrosd 3 : avenrosdi T   23 aristotelem P : aristotilis T   24 
excipere 3 : excerpere T   25 aristotelis P : aristotilis T || hi P : hii T   27 forsitan 3 : forsitam 
T || immerito P : in merito T   31 hiis om. P   33 aristotelis appellant P : appellant aristotilis T
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pater magister 5obertus *rossi capitis sed subtilis intellectus /incolniensis 
episcopus ex primo fonte unde emanaverat greco videlicet ipsum est completius 
interpretatus et grecorum commentis proprias annectens notulas commentatus. 
Sic si totius scientie largitori placuerit contingere poterit in his opusculis 
primordialiter a nobis etsi debiliter elaboratis Tuod ipse patrare dignetur Tui 
vivit et regnat eternaliter in perfecta trinitate. $men.
/aborem vero distinguendi tres tractatus libri huMus principales in suas 
differentias maiores et illas maiores in suas subdistinctiones minores Tuo ad usTue 
ad ultimas particulas perveniatur doctoribus derelinTuo. 2mnia hec enim in glosa 
super hunc librum exTuisite $lfarabius pertractavit. &uius glose plus Tuam duos 
Tuinternos ego TuoTue transtuli in latinum. Ex hinc ergo memorata distinctio 
reTuiratur et libri marginibus ascribatur.
35 lincolniensis T : linNoniensis 3   36 completius P : conpletius T   38 totius P : tocius T || 
his P : hiis T   37 primordialiter P : premordialiter T || patrare P : prestare T   43 hec enim P : 
enim hec T   46 liber 3 : libri T
ii. FrAgments et témoignAges d’AL-Fārā%ī35
1. Rhet. ,  b -a  (/\ons p. . -)
1eTue etiam ipsa operatur sillogismum ex TuacumTue re contingit et hic Tuidem 
enim modus est ex hoc Tuod videmus et Mam ratiocinamus per Tuod volumus et 
amamus sed in illa indigetur logicalibus. ,n rethorica vero indigetur his Tuorum 
usitata est acceptio et Tuorum praehibita est credulitas. Etenim eMus operatio fit 
in eo Tuod est ut hoc ex sermone id est in eo in Tuo intenditur non esse artem — 
$lpharabius : id est ordinem artificialem logices — et in isto modo auditorum, id est 
Tui non valent percipere res ab ordinibus pluribus et non faciunt sillogismum ex 
longinTuo. 
2. Rhet. ,  b - (/\ons p. . -. )
Et illi Tuos non conseTuitur restitutio eorum Tuorum habuerunt utilitatem ut 
putatur in guerris et ceteris translationibus et illi Tuos famosos reddit et laudabiles 
inMuria Tuemadmodum Mam accidit cum Tuis sumpsit vindictam sanguinis suorum 
in deceptione pariter patrum et matrum aliorum Tuemadmodum fecit talis ; 
dispendia autem seu dampna sunt aut in pecunia aut in effugando in exilium aut in 
consimilibus his. ,nMuriatur autem in utrisTue rebus simul et hoc invenitur secundum 
2 hic P : hoc T   4 his P : hiis T   5 operatio P : comparatio T   7 id est ordinem artificialem 
logices om. T   8 faciunt 3 : fatiunt T   14 deceptione correxi : receptione PT    16 his P : hiis T 
|| hoc om. P 
 Voir Woerther, Les traces du *rand &ommentaire d’al-Fārābī j la 5KptoriTue d’Aristote dans la 








duos modos — $lfarabius : vel in non reddendo vel in efferendo. Non autem est hoc 
in istis solummodo sed etiam in eorum contrariis secundum mores «
. Rhet. ,  a - (/\ons p. . -)
,uramenta autem Tuadripertita sunt sive usitantur gratia Tuatuor partium. $ut 
enim ut $lfarabius : « jurans » det Tuod dimittit et aliud accipiat aut ut non faciat 
unum istorum duorum aut ut faciat illud et non faciat istud ; deinde modus iste 
bipartitur : aut enim ut det et non accipiat, aut ut accipiat et non det.
4. Rhet. ,  a - (/\ons p. . -)
3onamus ergo Tuod Muramentum fiat in pecunia et Tuod si fuerit hoc Murabit 
Tuod sic >scilicet dicens utiTue@ et hoc pocius est ³ hoc dimisit $lpharabius — et 
Tuod timuerint ne Muramentum fiat de nichilo propterea Tuod Tuando Murat tunc 
pertinebit ei et Tuando non Murat tunc non. ,stud ergo nunc non est nisi propter 
probitatem non propterea Tuod peMeret aut transgrediatur Muramentum.
5. ad Rhet. III 9, 1409a 24
+uc pervenit glosa alfarabi.
III. CITATIONS D’AVERROÈS36
1. Rhet. ,  a - (/\ons p. . -)
5ethorica Tuidem convertitur arti topice et utreTue sunt unius rei gratia et 
communicant in aliTuo modorum et invenitur utrarumTue noticia omnibus cum 
neutra ipsarum sit aliTua scientiarum separatim sive singulariter. Et hinc est Tuod 
omnes scientie inveniuntur communicare eis in modo. $venrosd. $mbe enim 
intendunt unum finem et est sermo ad alterum. Non enim utitur eis homo ad se 
ipsum, ut est in demonstrativis sed tantum ad alterum et conveniunt Tuodam 
 Voir Woerther, Les citations du Commentaire moyen à la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Averroès 





  18 in efferendo correxi : in auferendo T in non auferendo 3  20 Tuadripertita T : 
Tuadripercita 3   21 aliud 3 __ faciat 3 : fatiat T   22 faciat1-2 P : fatiat T   23 bipartitur 3 : 
bipertitur T __ ut1-2 P : non T   26 scilicet dicens utique est probablement une addition de la part 
d·+ermann puisTue cette portion de phrase n·a pas de correspondant dans le texte arabe 
et est introduite par scilicet __ alpharabius 3 : alfarabius T   29 juramentum P : juramentur T
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modo in subMecto uno. $mbiunt enim omnia et omnes homines intromittunt se 
naturaliter de sermonibus topicis et rhetoricis : neutra ergo harum est separatim et 
singulariter scientia. 4uelibet enim scientia certum et proprium habet subMectum 
et proprium artificem et Tuilibet hominum modo aliTuo et usTueTuo utitur 
rethoricalibus accusatione videlicet et defensione et ceteris Tue circa particularia 
existunt. $ristoteles. ,n sermone de liberatione et commendatione. 2mnes igitur 
homines modo aliTuo et usTueTuo utuntur et accusatione et recusatione.
2. Rhet. ,  b - (/\ons p. . -)
,psi enim per hec nichil amplius acTuirere faciunt Tuam Tuod notificant Tualiter 
convertatur Mudex ad dispositionem animi. De credulitatibus vero Tue fiunt per 
artem et Tualiter fiant non enuntiant Tuippiam et hoc Tuidem fit Tuidem ex parte 
enthimematum. $verroes. Et Tuoniam nos videmus enthimemata columnam hujus 
artis esse credimus orationem rhetoricam Tue est in contentionibus et litigiis ante 
Mudices et eam Tue est in deliberationibus uni et eidem arti pertinere et est ars ista. 
,llos autem conseTuemur necessario ut non sit hec ars nisi de Mudiciali genere cause 
tantum, nec de hoc toto sed de viliore parte ipsius scilicet de hoc Tuod forensi 
strepitu ante tribunal Mudicum litigatorie tractatur. De condendis autem legibus 
et Muribus statuendis in nullo profecerunt per ea Tue conscripserunt de hac arte. 
+abere autem usum rerum Tue Tuasi extrinsecus aminiculantur ad artem et non 
earum Tue intrinsece sunt et essentiales arti illaudabile est. Et propter hoc est 
Tuod nos dicimus Tuoniam ars in deliberatione et in contentione una est.
3. Rhet. ,  a - (/\ons p. . -)
3robabilia autem ingrediuntur scientiam veri ex hoc Tuod assimilatur ei. 
3atet igitur Tuoniam illi picturant orationem in superficie rei et eMus apparentia. 
$verroes. Et non attingunt Tuod est tamTuam constitutivum et essentiale rei et 
si putentur per hoc incessisse via recta et Musta et Tuoniam ipsi declinant amplius 
ad hoc ut ratiocinentur justum tantum. 5ethorica autem utilis est et proficiens eo 







8 subMecto 3) : facto T   9 et PF : in T  20 hujus artis esse P : esse huMus artis T) __ litigiis 
FP : litigiis cum T  22 conseTuemur 3T : conseTuimur ) __ ut 3T : ubi ) __ hec ars 3T : ars F   24 
judicum PT : judicis F   25 autem legibus et Muribus statuendis om. T || conscripserunt PT : 
scripserunt F   27 Tue Tuasi extrinsecus aminiculantur ad artem et non earum Tue intrinsece 
sunt P : Tue Tuasi extrinsecus aminiculantur ad artem et non earum Tue intrinsece sunt 
T Tue intrinsece sunt )   31 orationem correxi : orationi mss.   33 hoc PF : hec T || declinant 
amplius PT : amplius declinant F   34 P marg.   ) v - : In alio (F : uno) exemplari ut 
dicant (F : dicunt) dictionem secundum viam Musti tantum
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4. Rhet. ,  a - (/\ons p. . -)
5ethorica autem utilis est et proficiens eo Tuod veracia secundum Mustum 
meliora sunt suis contrariis. 4uando etenim non fiunt Mudicia contenta secundum 
Tuod oportet vincuntur ab his rebus necessario et istud est res Tue meretur 
redargutionem et increpationem. $verroes. 5hetorica duas habet utilitates Tuarum 
una est Tuod instigat cives ad operationes nobiles. +omines enim naturaliter 
proni sunt ad contrarium operationum Mustitie. 4uando igitur non retinentur per 
sermones rhetoricos vincunt eos illicita desideria et operantur contraria operibus 
Mustitie. ,nTuit interpres idem : veritates rerum operandarum pertinentium Mustitie 
seTuende sunt et respuende falsitates desideriorum illicitorum et ad has veritates 
conatur rhetorica et ad redargutiones et increpationes propter opposita. Deinde 
eo Tuod aliTuis modus hominum contra Tuos in eo Tuod est inter nos et ipsos non 
oportet ut utamur scientia certa exTuisita.
5. Rhet. ,  a - (/\ons pp. . -. )
Et est possibilis persuasio in duobus contrariis sicut possibilis est sillogizatio. 
$verroes. 3ecasse ipsum et non peccasse sed non hec duo simul, sed modo hoc 
modo illud. $ristoteles. 1os enim interdum persuademus de Áagitioso non 
ut connectamus utrasTue res simul sed ut non lateat nos via in hac et Tualiter 
possimus Tuando Tuis locutus fuerit id Tuod preter Mustum est et contradicere ei.
6. Rhet. ,  b - (/\ons p. . -)
,am itaTue verarum invenitur sermo Tuoniam prediximus scilicet Tuod 
rethorica composita est ex scientia resolutoria et ex politica et Tuod est in moribus 
et similatur in aliTuo dialectice id est arti differendi et aliTuibus aliis sermoni 
sophistico. $verroes. 5es Tue existunt in multis artibus TuandoTue sumuntur in 
una arte tamTuam partes ipsius considerate secundum modum et dispositionem 
prout competunt illi arti et sue intentioni et relictis dispositionibus secundum 
Tuas diversificantur ab eMus intentione. )iunt ergo res morales pars huMus artis 
prout apte sunt intentioni rhetoris in triplici genere cause. Et res TuoTue topice et 
sophistice ingrediuntur in hanc artem prout ex eis sumuntur Tuedam communia 
Tue faciliter se statim offerunt intellectui omnium vel plurium videlicet vulgarium 
Tuales rationes sillogistice propinTue acceptionis scilicet exempla et enthimemata 
et res sophistice Tue his assimilantur. Et hoc per hoc ut conetur conator apparatum 








41 naturaliter om. T   42 operationum justitie PT : Mustitie operationum ) __ igitur om. F   
43 eos om. F   46 ad redargutiones et increpationes T : ad redargutiones et increpationes et 
redargutiones et increpationes 3   52 hoc P : hec T   58 in aliTuo dialectice 3 : mathematico 
dialetice T   59 multis artibus 3) : artibus multis T   65 intellectui TF : intellectu P   66 et2 om. 
T   67 ut PT : enim F
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7. Rhet. ,  b - (/\ons p. . -)
2portet preterea ut sciat omnes sumptiis civium et si fuerit in ea homo otiosis 
aut inutilis tollatur et si superÁui sumptiis fuerit ibi Tuis reprimatur ab hoc 
statu. $verroes. Et si fuerit ibi Tuis magnarum expensarum non circa honesta aut 
necessaria auferatur ab eo superÁuum Tuod inutiliter consumit. Non enim propter 
divitiarum incrementum fiunt opulenti tantum sed etiam propter parcitatem 
expensarum.
8. Rhet. ,  b - (/\ons p. . -)
3otentia enim longitudinis vite alia est eo Tuod multorum hominum prolongatur 
vita. $verroes. $ potentia sanitatis. Et sunt tamen expoliati viribus corporis.
9. Rhet. ,  b - (/\ons p. . -)
3otentia enim longitudinis vite alia est eo Tuod multorum hominum prolongatur 
vita. $verroes. Et dubitatur Tualiter stet vite longitudo cum egritudine freTuenti. Et 
sunt tamen expoliati viribus corporis.
10. Rhet. ,  b -a  (/\ons p. . -)
Salvam autem habente fortunam est Tuando fuerit fortuna homini causa boni. 
$verroes. %ona autem fortune consistentia est ut sit casus causa homini alicui 
proventus bonorum ipsi aut bonorum Tue habeat in se ipso aut Tue eveniant ab 
extrinseco. &ausa vero ipsius casus interdum est ars et interdum natura et hoc 
est plurimum. 9erbi gratia casus a natura ut nascatur Tuis habens potentiam et 
dispositionem ut difficulter turbare possint ipsum ab extrinseco venientia ut in eo 
Tui naturaliter habet firmam et constantem sanitatem. &asus autem ab arte ut Tuod 
sumat Tuis venenum et evadat per hoc ab aliTua periculosa egritudine. Et hoc est ut 
sit vir in hac aliTua dispositione vel sic et sit taliter habens omnia hec vel plura vel 
maMora et sit causa horum ipsa fortuna.
11. Rhet. ,  a - (/\ons p. . -)
2portet Tuidem ut determinemus Tuando converterimus sermonem ad laudem. 
0andationes eius de hiis sunt in Tuibus oportet sciri veritatem. 5atiocinantur enim 
in rebus futuris et instantibus et similiter prohibitiones monstrant et notificant simile 
huic in contrariis. $verroes. 9irtutis enim certa notitia proprie pertinet ad eum Tui 








73 circa PF : contra T || aut PF : et T   87 ipsi aut bonorum om. T __ habeat 3T : habet ) 
88-89 et hoc est plurimum verbi gratia casus a natura om.    89 plurimum P : ut plurimum F 
91 firmam 3T : fieri materia   93 hac aliTua 3 : aliTua hac T : hac F || taliter PT : naturaliter F 
99 virtutis 3) : virtutes T __ enim 3T : etiam F || proprie pertinet PF : pertinet proprie T   100 
Tuidam1-2 PT : Tuedam )  __ Tuod om. T
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praesenti utitur Tuidem eis laudator seu demonstrator prout praesenti pertinen!t ; 
deliberator autem sive consultor prout pertinent futuro id est ad utilitatem. )utura 
autem sunt ipsi fines propter Tuod fit deliberatio. Ex his patent ipsorum contraria 
propter Tue fiunt inhibitiones. Et Tuoniam deliberatoris propositum et Tuod est 
propositum in intentione sua et cogitatione sunt inductiva utilitatis deliberat 
Tuidem non de postremo sed de hiis Tue fiunt in postremo et ea sunt inductiva 
utilitatis apud actiones et inducens utilitatem reputatur bonum.
12. Rhet. ,  a ²b  (/\ons p. . -)
$liTuando enim conseTuitur hoc ut salvent a malo et ista ut faciant adipisci 
bonum in postremo et ut acTuiri faciant loco paucorum bonorum utilia multa et 
loco magni mali parvium eo Tuod illud dignius est aut potius. 0aMus est viliorum et 
hoc erit aut in illis et tunc est utile aut in istis et tunc est transmutatio. $verroes. 
Bona Tue ex bonis proveniunt nominavit $ristoteles utilia simpliciter. Ex malis 
autem provenientia nominavit transmutationes Tue sunt TuandoTue de maMori 
malo ad minus TuandoTue autem de malo ad bonum. Deinde Tuoniam Tuidem 
virtutes TuoTue bona sunt absTue dubio tunc possessorum earum secundum hoc 
Tuidem de ipsis possident decens est status.
. Rhet. ,  b - (/\ons pp. . -. )
Delectabilia ergo cum honesta fuerint sunt ex his Tue appetuntur propter se. 
Etiam declarabitur ex nostra determinatione Tua ea definiabimus particulariter 
Tuoniam bona sunt procul dubio. $verroes. Et Tuoniam etiam proficiunt ad bonum 
interdum. Et bonitas status etiam ex hiis est eo Tuod ipse TuoTue Tui propter se 
appetitur et in eo est magis et minus et eTualitas.
14. Rhet. ,  a - (/\ons p. . -)
$mici autem et inimici et maligni consentiunt in bonum. $ttamen cum 
infertur eis dampnum eximium et vehemens et si Tuidem doleant de dampno 
assentiunt tamen bono propterea Tuod ipsum est in propaculo et inimici etiam 
non possunt resistere et negare ipsum. Dixit translator. ,n hoc passu invenimus 
textum $ristotilis vel ita corruptum vel decurtatum vel forte in se obscurum 
Tuod sententiam plane intelligibilem ex eo elicere non potuimus. 8nde visum fuit 
verbum ex verbo transferre et post ipsum ad eMus elucidationem textum $viscenne 
ex libro suo $sschiphe subMungere usTue ad finem capituli. ,nTuit $ristotilis. 
,stud est commentum et debebat esse in margine sed non potuit. $verroes. Et ex 







101 pertinet PT : pertinent F  102 pertinent PF : pertinet T   103 Tuod 3 : Tuos T) __ fit 
PT : sit ) __ deliberatio 3) : deliberaratio T   105 propositum P : precipiium T   133 averroes 3 : 
aviscenne T __ et2 om. T   134 valde T : vadit 3) __ magnifica reputatur 3) : magnificare putatur T
la traduction de la rhétorique par hermann l’allemand 217
Tuantitas apud eos erga Tuos talia exercentur est ut eligat Tuis virum Tuempiam 
magne potentie ex aliTua gente nota habentem inimicum similiter magne potentie 
ex gente altera et extollat virum illum et sibi pertinentes laudibus et beneficiis 
Tuibus potuerit  inimicum vero et sibi pertinentes deprimit et mala Tue potuerit 
exaggregat erga ipsum prout accidit +omero poete cum Grecis et inimicis eorum. 
*recos enim et magnates eorum et Tui ex parte ipsorum erant magnificavit 
laudibus et extulit carminibus durabilibus in sempiternum. $lios vero scilicet 
ipsorum adversarios submersit vituperiis Tue nulla umTuam absterget oblivio in 
facto proelii Tuod olim habitum est inter ipsos. *reci igitur +omerum Tuasi pro 
viro deificato receperunt et pro summo doctore habuerunt. Et ut in summa dicatur 
malum inferre inimicis et bonum conferre amicis de rebus valde utilibus reputatur. 
Deinde Tui antecedit et eligit ex viris aut ex feminis Tuemadmodum elegit homerus 
orosium atheniensem et Elenam et $lexandrum et $chillem.
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Quoting/Translating. The Arabo-Latin Translation of Aristotle’s Rhetoric by Hermann the 
*erman and tKe 4uotations from al-Fārābī and Averroes
The /atin translation of the $rabic version of $ristotle˞s Rhetoric was made b\ 
+ermann the *erman between  and . ,t is extant in its entiret\ in two 
manuscripts preserved in 3aris (3   Parisinus Latinus  saec. xiii) and Toledo (T = 
Toletanus 47.15, saec. xiii). Two folios of the )lorence manuscript ()   Laurentianus Plut. 
90. Sup. 64, saec. xv) have preserved the passages of $verroes that +ermann utilized in 
his translation. This /atin translation was executed on the basis of an $rabic witness of 
the Rhetoric that belongs to the same tradition as the text of the Rhetoric that al-)öröbƮ 
$vicenna and $verroes used in their commentaries. 
$fter a brief discussion of +ermann the *erman and the goals he claims to follow 
in translating the $rabic version of $ristotle˞s Rhetoric into /atin the aim of this 
contribution is to stud\ the wa\ he uses al-)öröbƮ˞s and $verroes˞ &ommentaries b\ 
answering the following Tuestions : how can one identif\ and delineate al-)öröbƮ˞s and 
$verroes˞ Tuotations " what is the nature of these Tuotations " and what function do 
the\ perform in +ermann˞s $rabo-/atin translation ?
This stud\ will thus provide a general frameworN for examining $vicenna˞s 
Tuotations in +ermann˞s translation of the Rhetoric.
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The Liber primus naturalium, 
i.e. the Physics of the Avicenna latinus*
 
I. An Incomplete trAnslAtIon In two phAses
The medieval /atin translation of $vicenna·s al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīҵī of the əifāʾ is 
of a ver\ particular Nind insofar as it has been realized in two different phases 
separated from one another b\ almost a centur\. The first phase of the translation 
can with certaint\ be related to twelfth centur\ Toledo most liNel\ the circle of 
*undissalinus. +owever one looNs in vain for an\ dedication or an\ note that 
specifies the name(s) of the translator(s). 0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\ on the basis 
inter alia of the vocabular\ used tentativel\ proposed to date this translation 
at the third Tuarter of the twelfth centur\ and 9an 5iet with due prudence 
has accepted this proposal1. This first phase of the translation of $vicenna·s 
Physics ³ in what follows , will simpl\ designate it as the ¶Toledo translation· ³ 
covers the first and second treatises (maTāla) as well as the ver\ beginning of 
the third treatise i.e. the first chapter (¶3rologus· in the /atin translation) and 
part of chapter two (chapter one in the /atin)2. ,t is Tuite perplexing that the 
Toledo translation stops unexpectedl\ namel\ in the middle of an exposition 
more precisel\ after having covered approximatel\ one fourth of the second 
chapter3. $s to the reason wh\ it so suddenl\ stopped one can onl\ speculate. 
* , wish to thanN $mos %ertolacci for his critical remarNs that helped to substantiall\ 
improve both the st\le and the content of this paper. 
1 AvIcennA lAtInus Liber primus 1aturalium. 7ractatus primus 'e causis et principiis naturalium 
ed. S. vAn rIet. ,ntroduction doctrinale par *. verbeke 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - 
/eiden  p.  where in a footnote reference is given to 0.-T. d’Alverny 1otes sur les 
traductions mpdipvales d’Avicenne « $rchives d·+istoire doctrinale et littpraire du 0o\en Çge » 
  pp. - p. .
2 The translation of the first two treatises is alread\ available in a critical edition see 
AvIcennA lAtInus Liber primus 1aturalium. 7ractatus primus 'e causis et principiis naturalium cit. 
and AvIcennA lAtInus Liber primus 1aturalium 7ractatus secundus 'e motu et de consimilibus ed. 
s. vAn rIet†, J. JAnssens, A. AllArd. ,ntroduction doctrinale par *. verbeke $cadpmie 5o\ale de 
%elgiTue %ruxelles .
3 ,n the forthcoming edition of the /atin translation of the third treatise of the Physics it covers 
 out of  lines see AvIcennA lAtInus Liber primus 1aturalium. 7ractatus tertius 'e Kis Tuae Kabent 
naturalia e[ Koc Tuod Kabent Tuantitatem ed. -. JAnssens $cadpmie 5o\ale de %elgiTue %ruxelles 
 (in print). 3arts of this paper are inspired b\ the ,ntroduction that , wrote to this edition.
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One might thinN of the sudden death of the translator or ma\be of one of the two 
collaborators in the case in which a team was at worN (as was unambiguousl\ the 
case with regard to the translation of $vicenna·s 'e anima) but in the actual 
state of affairs this is at best a reasonable h\pothesis no more4. 
$lmost one centur\ later the translation of the third treatise was continued 
at %urgos starting from the ver\ point where the Toledo translation had 
stopped. $fter chapter  (   in the $rabic editions) it affirms : « Explicit /iber 
Sufficientiae 3hisicorum $vicennae translatus a magistro -ohanne *unsalvi de 
%urgis et Salomone de arabico in latinum ad preceptum 5everendissimi 3atris 
ac Domini Don *unsalvi episcopi %urgensis Tuae est civitas in +ispania ». 
$ccording to this note the translation was ordered b\ bishop Don *unsalvi i.e. 
*anzalo *arcta *udiel. Since this latter was bishop of %urgos from  till  
the translation can be dated as belonging to that ver\ period5. $s to the identit\ 
of the two translators of whom the names are given in the preface nothing 
cannot be said with certaint\ excepted for the fact the ¶Salomon· was in all 
liNelihood a -ew6. 
%ut also the %urgos translation does not cover the complete al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīҵī 
of $vicenna·s əifāʾ. ,n fact it omits to translate the last four chapters of the third 
treatise as well as the complete fourth treatise. This latter is entitled in $rabic : 
« 2n the accidents of these natural things and their mutual relations as well as 
the things that are attached to them »7. ,t is largel\ inspired b\ $ristotle·s Physics 
4 -. JAnssens The 3h\sics of tKe Avicenna latinus and Its 6iJnificance for tKe 5eception of Aristotle’s 
3h\sics in the West in $. vAn oppenrAAy ed. with the &ollaboration of r. FontAIne  7Ke Letter before 
tKe 6pirit  7Ke Importance of 7e[t (ditions for tKe 6tud\ of tKe 5eception of Aristotle %rill /eiden 
- Boston 2012 ($S/ ) pp. - especiall\ p. . 5egarding the collaboration between 
two persons (i.e. Dominicus $rchidiaconus and $vendeuth ,sraelita) in translating the 'e 
anima as mentioned in a preface which is present in the maMorit\ of manuscripts offering the 
text of $vicenna·s 'e anima see AvIcennA lAtInus Liber de Anima seu 6e[tus de 1aturalibus ,-,,, 
ed. S. vAn rIet. ,ntroduction doctrinale par *. verbeke 3eeters - %rill /ouvain - /eiden  
pp. -. 9an 5iet (ibid. p. ) Tualifies $vendeuth ,sraelita as a ¶m\sterious person· ; 
however scholars now more and more agree that $vendeuth refers to the -ewish philosopher 
,bn Daud see e.g. &. burnett Arabic into Latin  tKe reception of Arabic pKilosopK\ into :estern 
(urope in 3. AdAmson 5. tAylor eds. 7Ke &ambridJe &ompanion to Arabic 3KilosopK\ &ambridge 
8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. - p. .
5 See the seminal paper of 0. Alonso Alonso HomenaMe a Avicena en su milenario : Las 
traducciones de -uan *onzilez de %urJos \ 6alomon « Al-Andalus »   pp. - esp. 
pp. - ; see also AvIcennA lAtInus Liber tertius 1aturalium. 'e Jeneratione et corruptione ed. 
S. vAn rIet. ,ntroduction doctrinale par *. verbeke 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - /eiden 
 pp. -.
6 Alonso Alonso HomenaMe a Avicena en su milenario cit. p. .
7 AvIcennA 7Ke 3K\sics of The +ealing %ooNs ,-,, ,,,-,9 $ parallel English-$rabic text 
translated introduced and annotated b\ -. mcGInnIs %righam <oung 8niversit\ 3ress 3rovo 
8tah  (,slamic Translation Series) p.  (English translation slightl\ modified). 
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but it contains now and then important developments or innovative ideas as 
evidenced b\ $vicenna·s conceptions of ¶intermediar\ rest· and inclination 
(mayl) and b\ his attribution of a proper space (Ƥa\\iz) to each bod\8. $s to 
the last four chapters of the third treatise the\ deal with different topics : the 
eternit\ of motion and time in spite of their being preceded b\ the essence 
of the ¶&reator·  the existence or not of minima naturalia ; and the discussion 
of the topic of ¶directions·. The first of them i.e. the eternit\ of motion and 
time is an eminentl\ $ristotelian idea. ,n the added reference to the precedence 
of the essence of the ¶&reator· one cannot but detect an allusion to $ristotle·s 
argument of the ¶8nmoved 0over·. &oncerning the affirmation of ¶minima 
naturalia· $vicenna as he does for other ph\sical realities goes far be\ond 
$ristotle who onl\ had offered a ver\ basic ¶embr\onic· theor\ with regard to 
them9. $s to the topic of directions it is not discussed b\ $ristotle in his Physics 
but in his 2n Heavens ,,  : in this case $vicenna·s exposition is largel\ indebted 
to $ristotle·s10. 
Surve\ing the totalit\ of the omitted parts one detects in them man\ 
doctrines and ideas that remain closel\ in line with $ristotle·s point of view 
but also several original substantiall\ innovative developments. +owever 
such two-fold characterization applies without discussion to the totalit\ of 
$vicenna·s Physics. $ good illustration thereof offers his discussion of motion 
in the second treatise. ,n that exposition $vicenna taNes over $ristotle·s 
definition of motion ³ i.e. the perfection of what is in potentialit\ as such ³ 
but he perhaps under the inÁuence of some of the *reeN commentators adds 
8 5egarding the linN between this treatise of $vicenna·s worN and $ristotle·s Physics 
see $. hAsnAwI La 3h\siTue du əiföʾ : aperous sur sa structure et son contenu in J. JAnssens, 
d. de smet eds. Avicenna and His HeritaJe /euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  ($ncient 
and 0edieval 3hilosoph\ Ser. , vol. ) pp. - pp. -. $s far as , now the notion of 
Ƥa\\iz ¶space· has not \et received an\ particular stud\ contrar\ to those of ¶intermediar\ 
rest· and ¶inclination· for which one can see respectivel\ <. T. lAnGermAnn 4uies media : A 
Livel\ 3roblem on tKe AJenda of 3ost-Avicennian 3h\sics in 1. bAyhAn et Al. eds. 8luslararas× 
Ƽbn 6vnk 6empoz\umu %ildiriler International Ibn 6ina 6\mposium 3apers II Ƽstanbul %\Núehir 
%eledi\esi .ltr $. ù. <a\inlari ,stanbul  pp. - and A. hAsnAouI La d\namiTue d’Ibn 
Sīnā (La notion d’inclination : ma\l) in J. JolIvet, r. rAshed (dir.) etudes sur Avicenne /es %elles 
/ettres 3aris  pp. -.
9 )or the presence of the idea of ¶minima naturalia· in an embr\onic state in $ristotle see 
$. *. vAn melsen From Atomos to Atom +arper and 5ow 1ew <orN  p.  (reference due 
to 5. GlAsner Averroes’ 3K\sics A 7urninJ 3oint in 0edieval 1atural 3KilosopK\ 2xford 8niversit\ 
3ress 2xford - 1ew <orN  p. ). -. mcGInnIs A 6mall 'iscover\  Avicenna’s 7Keor\ of 0inima 
1aturalia « -ournal of the +istor\ of 3hilosoph\ »   pp. - clearl\ shows that 
$vicenna·s doctrine is highl\ innovative compared to the expositions of his *reeN predecessors 
on this issue. 
10 hAsnAwI La 3h\siTue du əiföʾ cit. p. .
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WKHTXDOL¿FDWLRQ¶primar\· to the notion of ¶perfection·11. 0ore significantl\ and 
entirel\ new is his acceptance ³ this time in sharp contrast with $ristotle and 
the whole tradition related to him ³ of the existence of ¶motion· in the categor\ 
of ¶situs·12. Since a clear desire to become better and fuller acTuainted with 
$vicenna·s ph\sical view inspired the person (or persons ") who commanded to 
continue the Toledo translation it is rather puzzling that the $rabic text has not 
been translated completel\. &ertainl\ this time there is no stop in the middle 
of a chapter as was the case with the Toledo translation but at the ver\ end of a 
chapter namel\ chapter nine (ten in $rabic) of the third treatise. ,n this chapter 
$vicenna brings to an end what one could label his (s\stematic) exposition on 
the issue of finiteness/infinit\ in other words a Nind of ¶corollar\· i.e. a Nind 
of s\stematic and partl\ independent elaboration of $ristotle·s exposition 
on this topic13. Did 0oerbeNe·s new translation of $ristotle·s Physics lead the 
translator(s) to consider $vicenna·s worN as no longer important and hence 
as no longer worth\ of translation " This looNs highl\ improbable given that of 
0oerbeNe·s double revision of -acTues of 9enice·s old translation the so-called 
11 See Liber primus 1aturalium 7ractatus secundus cit. p.  lines -. )or the presence 
of this Tualification in the commentators see -. JAnssens L’Avicenne latin  un tpmoin (indirect des 
commentateurs (Ale[andre d’ApKrodise-7Kpmistius--ean 3Kilopon in r. beyers, J. brAms, d. sAcré, k. 
verrycken eds. 7radition et traduction Les te[tes pKilosopKiTues et scientifiTues au mo\en kJe latin 
+ommage j ). %ossier /euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  ($ncient and 0edieval 3hilosoph\ 
Ser. , vol. ) pp. - pp. - and A. hAsnAwI La definition du mouvement dans la 3h\siTue du 
əiföʾ d’Avicenne « $rabic Sciences and 3hilosoph\ »   pp. - especiall\ pp. -.
12 Ibid. pp.  lin. -  lin. .
13 5egarding $vicenna·s rearrangement of $ristotle·s Physics along thematic lines which 
reminds one of the corollaries of such commentators as e.g. 3hiloponus and Simplicius see 
-. JAnssens Ibn 6vnk  An Important Historian of tKe 6ciences in bAyhAn ed. 8luslararas× Ƽbn 6vnk 
6empoz\um cit. pp. - especiall\ pp. -. The proper discussion of finiteness/infinit\ 
covers actuall\ the chapters - (- of the $rabic editions) but this final chapter  in the 
/atin translation (  in the $rabic editions) remains somehow related to the finiteness/
infinit\ thematic insofar as it discusses the possibilit\ of finite/infinite potencies in bodies 
— including the affirmation that nothing finite can have an infinite force see hAsnAwI La 
3h\siTue du əiföʾ cit. p. . This Nind of approach to a specific problem related to $ristotle·s 
Physics but placed in a broader historical perspective and treated in a manner that is onl\ 
loosel\ based on $ristotle·s ver\ wording had in late *reeN thought two maMor examples 
i.e. 3hiloponus (see his &orollaries on 3lace and 9oid >with Simplicius AJainst 3Kiloponus on tKe 
(ternit\ of tKe Zorld@ translated b\ d. Furley >and &. wIldberG@ DucNworth /ondon  pp. 
-) and Simplicius (see his &orollaries on 3lace and 7ime translated -. 2. urmson  DucNworth 
/ondon ). $lthough $vicenna·s approach is not completel\ identical with theirs there 
exist nevertheless man\ common elements as e.g. the s\stematic treatment of a given 
topic and the detailed attention to all previous existing doctrines. ,t would be worthwhile to 
maNe a more in-depth comparison between $vicenna on the one hand and 3hiloponus and 
Simplicius on the other but this clearl\ exceeds the limits of the present paper.
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¶translatio vetus· onl\ the first minor revision became widespread14. 0oreover 
as shown b\ 5oger %acon·s 4uestiones alterae super libros 3K\sicorum and $lbert 
the *reat·s commentar\ on $ristotle·s Physics (both dated ca. ) in the 
middle of the thirteenth centur\ there existed alread\ a serious familiarit\ 
with $ristotle·s worN. +ence it is highl\ doubtful that 0oerbeNe·s translation 
had such a doctrinal significance as to abate suddenl\ the original interest in 
$vicenna·s worN an interest that unmistaNabl\ existed when the translation 
proMect in %urgos was started. Therefore a more plausible explanation is perhaps 
that the stopping of the translation at that precise point ³ namel\ Must before 
a chapter where the eternit\ of time together with the Tualification of (or at 
least allusion to) *od as 8nmoved 0over is affirmed ³ is intimatel\ related to 
the famous 3arisian condemnation of 15.
II. InFluence oF the lAtIn trAnslAtIon oF AvIcennA’s Physics
:hether the part translated at %urgos ever had inÁuence on the /atin 
:est cannot be totall\ excluded but , looNed so far in vain for an\ concrete 
trace of such inÁuence16. +owever it seems that there existed a real interest 
14 -. brAms Les traductions de *uillaume de 0oerbeNe in J. hAmesse ed. Les traducteurs au 
travail Leurs manuscrits et leurs mptKodes %repols Turnhout  pp. - pp. -. ,t 
is perhaps worthwhile to note that besides -acTues of 9enice·s translation another *raeco-
/atin translation (the so-called ¶9aticana· dated also twelfth centur\) and two $rabic-/atin 
translations (one b\ *erard of &remona dated before  and another b\ >in all liNelihood@ 
0. Scot dated ca. -) existed before 0oerbeNe started his first revision of -acTues of 
9enice·s translation in .
15 , have alread\ evoNed this h\pothesis in an earlier publication see -. JAnssens 7Ke 5eception 
of Avicenna’s 3h\sics in tKe Latin 0iddle AJes in $. vrolIJk, J. hoGendIJk eds. 2 \e *entlemen  Arabic 
6tudies on 6cience and Literar\ &ulture in +onour of 5emNe .ruN %rill /eiden  (,3TS ) 
pp. - (but correct ¶chapter · into ¶chapter · at p.  lin. ). mcGInnIs A 6mall 'iscover\ 
cit. p.  states in a somewhat similar wa\ but without an\ explicit reference to the  
condemnation : « ,nterestingl\ the /atin translators of $vicenna·s Physics stopped translating 
the Physics at ,,,. ³ no doubt in part if not in full because $vicenna provides some of his 
most thorough and trenchant arguments for the eternit\ of the cosmos there a topic that 
the &hurch Schoolmen would have wanted to avoid ». /et me add that , am well aware of the 
multiple problems that still surround the exact nature and inÁuence of the  condemnation 
see +. thIJssen &ondemnation of  in e. n. ZAltA ed. 7Ke 6tanford (nc\clopedia of 3KilosopK\ 
(:inter ) http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win/entries/condemnation/!. 
16 )rom the different ¶libri naturales· of $vicenna (besides Physics ) that were translated 
at %urgos i.e. 'e caelo et mundo 'e Jeneratione et corruptione 'e actionibus et passionibus and 
Liber metKeororum a direct use has onl\ been discovered with regard to the 'e Jeneratione et 
corruptione namel\ in 8go %enzi·s commentar\ on the first booN of $vicenna·s &anon medicinae 
see S. vAn rIet Le De generatione et corruptione d’Avicenne dans la tradition latine in -. thIJssen, 
h. brAAkhuIs eds. 7Ke &ommentar\ 7radition on Aristotle’s ¶De generatione et corruptione·. Ancient 
0edieval and (arl\ 0odern %repols Turnhout  (Studia $rtistarum ) pp. - p. . So far 
, onl\ discovered vague indications for a possible use of the %urgos translation of $vicenna·s 
Physics  in Duns Scotus and 3eter 2livi see JAnssens 7Ke 5eception of Avicenna’s 3h\sics cit. p. .
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in $vicenna·s ph\sical worNs in the ,tal\ of the fifteenth centur\ because the 
onl\ manuscript in which this translation has been preserved i.e. ms. 9at. 8rb. 
/at.  is of humanistic t\pe and moreover has been in possession of the 
DuNe of 8rbino )ederico da 0ontefeltro (-)17. ,n addition since the 
librar\ catalogue of the Sorbonne of  mentions all the parts of the natural 
booNs of $vicenna which had been translated at %urgos it looNs possible that 
those parts attired the attention of some of the Sorbonne teachers and ma\be 
even of thinNers (theologians ph\sicians or members of the artes-facult\) in 
wider circles in )rance at least during the fourteenth centur\. $s to the part 
translated at Toledo it indeed had an inÁuence although not as important as 
that of the 'e anima or of the 0etapK\sics. The first traces of a possible use are 
present in the thought of 5ichard 5ufus of &ornwall and 5obert *rosseteste but 
the evidence is somewhat thin. )or a clear explicit use one has to wait until the 
middle of the thirteenth centur\ more precisel\ until the commentaries on the 
Physics b\ such authors as e.g. $dam of %ocNfeld 5oger %acon Thomas $Tuinas 
and above all $lbert the *reat18. %ut even in these later authors $vicenna·s 
most innovative ideas were seldom accepted. )or example the acceptance of 
motion in the categor\ of ¶situs· is s\stematicall\ reMected b\ the /atin scholastics 
whereas it became almost standard in the post-$vicennian tradition in the 
,slamic world19. 0oreover man\ Scholastics as e.g. $lbert the *reat combined 
elements taNen from $vicenna·s Physics with other ideas taNen from $verroes· 
LonJ &ommentar\ on tKe 3h\sics although these latter were not necessaril\ in 
agreement with $vicenna·s view(s)20.
III. trAnslAtIon technIques And pArtIculArItIes
:hen one compares the manner of translating used in Toledo with that 
practiced in %urgos one detects several common factors. The following list 
although not exhaustive enumerates a few of them : () (too) literal calTues of 
the $rabic word order  () the use of ¶ad sensum· translations and of clarif\ing 
translations or additions  () the presence of omissions mainl\ b\ Komoioteleuton 
(related to either the $rabic manuscript used or misread b\ the /atin translator 
17 See AvIcennA lAtInus Liber tertius 1aturalium 'e Jeneratione et corruptione cit. p. .
18 )or a more detailed surve\ see JAnssens 7Ke 5eception of Avicenna’s 3h\sics cit. pp. -.
19 5egarding the reception of $vicenna·s doctrine of motion in the ,slamic world see -. JAnssens 
7Ke 5eception of Ibn 6īnā’s 3h\sics in Later Islamic 7KouJKt « ,lahi\\at Studies » 1  pp. -.20 $ fine illustration thereof is present in A. hAsnAwI Le statut catpJorial du movement cKez 
Avicenne  conte[t Jrec et postpritp mpdipvale latine in 5. morelon $. hAsnAwI eds. 'e =pnon d’elpe j 
3oincarp 5ecueil d’ptudes en KommaJe j 5osKdi 5asKed 3eeters /ouvain - 3aris  (/es &ahiers 
du 0,DE2 ) pp. - especiall\ pp. -.
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or to the transmission of the translation or of uncertain origin ³ be it the $rabic 
model or the transmission of the /atin translation) but sometimes intentional 
(due to an obvious ¶redundanc\· in the $rabic text t\pical of the pompous st\le 
of the $rabic language)  () the use of t\pical medieval /atin words or the 
specific medieval understanding of alread\ existing words  () the rendering of 
a plural b\ a singular and of an active b\ a passive ³ or vice-versa  () mistaNen 
translations resulting from a confusion between two $rabic words of similar 
graphic or even of identical graphic especiall\ insofar as one cannot exclude the 
possibilit\ of the (at least partial) absence of diacritical points in the manuscript 
that figured as model for the /atin translation  and () the translation of a single 
$rabic word b\ a composed expression. *iven the specific importance of this 
last phenomenon , will devote a more detailed discussion to it under a separate 
heading (see section ,9 below).
5egarding these common translation techniTues and particularities , here 
offer a few concrete examples21 : 
 (1) Literal calTues of tKe Arabic
$ t\pical element of the /atin translation of the Physics is the habit of maNing 
a calTue of the $rabic sentence even in cases where this does not compl\ with 
the standard reTuirements of the /atin language. This phenomenon is attested 
on several occasions see e.g. : (a) Tr. ,, cap. ,,, p.  lin. - : « (et hoc quod 
dixerunt) Tuod duritiei et mollitiei non est unum subiectum et potentiae et 
impotentiae (destruitur «) » which literall\ mirrors the s\ntax of the $rabic 
sentence inna al-maZdūʿ la\sa ZöƤidan li-l-ɓalāba Za-l-līn aZ al-TuZZa Za-l-Őuʿf 22 
³ normall\ one would have expected the /atin to repeat ¶et non est unum 
subiectum· before ¶potentiae et impotentiae· or move ¶non est unum subiectum· 
before ¶durieti et mollitiei· ; (b) Tr. ,,, cap. ,,, p.  lin. - : « Dicamus igitur 
opinionem (dicentis corpus in se KDEHUHSDUWHVLQHIIHFWXLQ¿QLWDVLDPSDWHWVXD
dissolutio » corresponding to the $rabic ammā maŏKab al-Tāʾil (« fa-\a˂Karu 
buɡlānuKu˻ — in /atin one would expect : « dicamus igitur Tuod dissolutio opinionis 
« iam patet ». ,n spite of the use of s\ntactical calTues from the $rabic the 
/atin translator however does not hesitate at other occasions to full\ taNe into 
21 ,n what follows , will onl\ provide instances taNen from Tractatus ,, with regard to 
the Toledo translation and Tractatus ,,, with respect to the %urgos translation. ,n the former 
case the pagination and line number(s) refer to the critical edition i.e. AvIcennA lAtInus 
Liber primus 1aturalium 7ractatus secundus cit.  in the second to the forthcoming edition i.e. 
AvIcennA lAtInus Liber primus 1aturalium 7ractatus tertius cit.
22 The conMunction ¶et· instead of ¶nec· in the sentence ¶et potentiae ...· in the /atin 
translation of this passage results probabl\ from the freTuent confusion between aZ and 
Za- in $rabic.
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account the specificities of the /atin language compared to those of the $rabic. 
,n this respect , ma\ mention : Tr. ,, cap. ,; p.  lin. - where the /atin 
translator adds the words ¶ideo debeat· inside the following affirmation : « Nec 
Tuia accidens indiget subiecto ex hoc Tuod est accidens ideo debeat subiectum 
eius esse accidens » even if the\ have no direct counterpart in the $rabic text. 
(2) 7ranslations ad sensum and clarif\inJ translations or additions
Some translations can be Tualified as suited to the context in spite of their 
being not strictl\ literal e.g. (a) Tr. ,, cap. , p.  lin. - : « 0otum autem 
pendere ab eo in Tuo est secundum Tuod est in aliTuot praedicamentorum 
non concedimus esse subiectum eius » in the context of an affirmation where 
$vicenna states that the motion·s dependence upon one of the categories in 
which there is motion does not refer to the motion·s subMect ³ $rabic : Za-ammā 
taʿalluT al-ƤaraNa bi-mā fīKi l-ƤaraNa min al-maTūlāt fa-la\sa \aʿnī biKī al-maZdūʿ 
lahā  and (b) Tr. ,,, cap. ,,, p.  lin. - : « et hoc totum est certum quia 
intellectus videt Tuod est possibile » for « Za-ǧāmīʿu ŏāliNa ɓaƤīƤu ǧaZāzi l-Zuǧūdi 
fī l-ʿuTūl (but the /atin translator read in his model probabl\ fī l-ʿaql) » « and the 
possibilit\ of the existence of all that is trul\ present in the intellects » or less 
literall\ with 0c*innis : « all of which can in fact exist in the intellect (reading 
fī l-ʿaql instead of fī l-ʿuTūl) »23.
2n several occasions the /atin translation maNes explicit what is vaguel\ 
referred to in the $rabic text e.g. (a) Tr. ,, cap. , p.  lin.  : the vague $rabic 
term šayʾ has been replaced in full accordance with the context b\ the more 
precise ¶motu·  and Tr. ,,, cap. ,9 p.  lin. - : what the $rabic text affirms 
in a ver\ general wa\ namel\ « if it is not the case » (iŏö lam \aNun) is rendered in 
the /atin in a much more precise wa\ i.e. « cum non! habuerit signationem » ; 
(b) Tr. ,, cap. ;,, p.  lin.  : the affixed pronoun ²Ku of the expression fīhi is 
correctl\ made explicit in the /atin translation ¶in cursu· as signif\ing ¶cursus· 
(even if one would expect in the $rabic text a reading fīhā instead of fīhi24) ; 
and Tr. ,,, cap. ,,, p.  lin.  : ¶ipsum movere· offers a correct and precise 
translation for the affixed pronoun -hā.
)inall\ now and then the /atin translation has an additional word or 
expression that does not directl\ correspond with an\ word in the $rabic text 
but contributes to a better understanding of a given sentence in its broader 
context as a clarif\ing addition e.g. Tr. ,, cap. ; p.  lin.  : in the frameworN 
of the statement : « (Ergo secundum eos aliTuando tempus est«) aliTuando 
23 AvIcennA 7Ke 3K\sics of The +ealing %ooNs ,,,-,9 cit. p. . 
24 See -. mcGInnIs Ibn 6vnk on tKe 1oZ « $merican &atholic 3hilosophical 4uarterl\ » 73 
 pp. - p.  note .
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est sine motu (et tunc vocabitur $rabice adahr) » the /atin translation in 
translating muǧarradan « separate » b\ ¶sine motu· maNes clear which precise 
Nind of separation is implied i.e. separation from motion  and Tr. ,,, cap. , p. 
 lin.  : the /atin translators have added the specification ¶a tactu· to the 
notion ¶vacuum· inside the expression ¶vacuum « in una parte· (which as such 
is a literal translation of the $rabic expression faraƑa min ǧiKatin). 
(3) 2missions 
0an\ of the attested cases of omission belong clearl\ to the genre of ¶omission 
b\ Komoioteleuton·. Sometimes one can impute these omissions with relative 
certaint\ to one of the two traditions ³ the $rabic or the /atin. ,llustrative 
of such cases are e.g. Tr. ,, cap. ,,, p.  lin. - where the omission of 
the sentence « esset ei mobile Tuod habuerit esse » in all liNelihood is related 
to an accident of the transmission of the /atin translation because the $rabic 
text having namel\ maZǧūda « maZǧūd does not offer a proper omission b\ 
Komoioteleuton (and moreover without the initial presence of the omitted 
sentence in the /atin translation one can hardl\ explain the preservation of 
the Tualification ¶illud· $r. ŏāliNa with respect to ¶mobile· in the phrase « illud 
mobile » that follows immediatel\ afterwards)25  and Tr. ,,, cap. ,9 p.  
lin.  : in view of the $rabic text where one reads : Za-l-nuTaɡ mutaJö˵Zira 
one would have expected in the /atin translation the addition of « et puncta 
convicinantur » after the previous « convicinantur ». The omission is clearl\ a 
case of omission b\ Komoioteleuton ³ in principle it can be linNed with both the 
$rabic and the /atin tradition but given its attestation in the $rabic tradition it 
becomes highl\ probable that the omission was present in the $rabic manuscript 
that the /atin translators had at their disposal26. 
+owever it is sometimes impossible to identif\ the exact origin of an 
omission of this Nind namel\ whether it lies in the transmission of the $rabic 
text in an erroneous reading of the translator(s) himself (themselves) or in 
the transmission of the /atin translation. See e.g. Tr. ,, cap. 9,, p.  lin. 
43 : the sentence « (extrema) et TuicTuid est hoc spatium Tuod est inter duo 
extrema » (corresponding to $rabic : [al-ɡarafa\n] fa-Null mā KuZa Kāŏā l-buʿd 
allaŏī ba\na l-ɡarafa\n) lacNs in the /atin translation ³ the omission is clearl\ b\ 
Komoioteleuton but its origin can be situated either in the $rabic tradition (al-
ɡarafa\n « al-ɡarafa\n) or in the transmission of the /atin translation (« extrema » 
25 The explanation that , gave in the edition see AvIcennA lAtInus Liber primus 1aturalium 
7ractatus secundus cit. p.  note - has to be corrected in the sense expressed here.
26 See Ibn sīnā Al-əifāʾ Al-ɥabīʿi\\āt Al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīʿī ed. S. Zāy,d $l-+a\ʾa al-0iɓri\\a 
l-ʿömma li-l-Nitöb &airo  p.  note  where it is indicated that this omission is present in 
manuscript ¶b· (  al-$zhar ƩiNma  ḫuŝɫɓi\\a ).
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« « extrema »)  and Tr. ,,, cap. 9 p.  lin. - : in the presentation of the 
doctrine of some authors who seem to have thought that onl\ in estimation an 
infinite division of motion can be imagined one finds in the /atin the following 
sentence : « Sed si via habuerit terminum « motus habebit terminum in actu 
minorem motibus » in which after « via » masāfa nothing corresponds to the 
$rabic words min hayɠu Ki\a masāfa printed without an\ variant in all editions 
so that one would expect the explicit presence of « inTuantum via » in the 
Latin translation. +owever nothing permits to decide whether the omission is 
related to the transmission of the $rabic text (masāfa « masāfa) or of the /atin 
translation (« via » « « via ») or rather than being related to the transmission of 
either of them it ma\ result from a fault\ reading b\ the translators themselves 
who would have confused the second masāfa with the first being thus guilt\ of 
the same mistaNe that man\ cop\ists had alread\ made before them. 
,t is worthwhile to note that a few omissions seem to be due to a conscious 
choice b\ the /atin translator who in all liNelihood found the concerned 
sentence in the $rabic text redundant. See e.g. Tr. ,, cap. ;,, p.  lin. - : 
after the statement : « esse autem instantis in hoc loco hoc est ut sit extremitas 
temporis in Tuo toto ipsum non est » the /atin translation when compared to 
the original $rabic text omits the following (indeed rather redundant) $rabic 
sentence Na-annaNa Tilta innaKū fī ɡarafi l-zamāni allaŏī KuZa maʿdūm fīKi maZǧūd 
whose tentative /atin translation would be « sicut dixeris Tuod sit existens 
in extremitate corporis in Tua ipsum est non existens »  and Tr. ,,, cap. 9 p. 
 lin.  : after « non dicent Tuod si >i.e. the point@ esset distinctum Tuod 
moveretur per se ipsum » one finds no translation of what immediatel\ follows 
in the $rabic text i.e. Za-lā maɠalan maNān bi-ŏātiKī « et Tuod haberet verbi gratia 
locum per se ipsum »  although at first sight this might looN a case of omission b\ 
Komoioteleuton (of uncertain origin) the omitted part conve\s nothing essential 
to $vicenna·s argument and therefore it seems possible or even liNel\ that the 
translators have consciousl\ omitted this short passage. 
(4) 0edieval Latin
2n several occasions one finds /atin words that especiall\ in view of the 
$rabic text must certainl\ or almost certainl\ be understood in a sense that 
is totall\ absent from classical /atin but is clearl\ accepted in medieval /atin 
sources. See e.g. Tr. ,, cap. ,, p.  lin. - (¶praeposuimus·) : the verb 
¶praeponere· is used in the sense of ¶to mention beforehand· and Tr. ,,, cap. ,, 
p.  lin.  (¶praefatorum·) : ¶praefatus· meaning ¶above-said·27. 
27 See 0ediae Latinitatis Le[icon 0inus ed. -. ). nIermeyer %rill /eiden - 1ew <orN - .|ln 
 p.  respectivel\ p. .
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1ow and then one has to do with forms that are t\pical of and sometimes 
even onl\ exist in medieval /atin sources as e.g. Tr. ,, cap. 9, p.  lin. - : 
¶lagenam·28 and ,,, cap. ,, p.  lin.  : ¶scindibilia·29. 
(5) 6inJular-3lural Active-3assive 
Sometimes the /atin translator(s) renders (render) a singular word b\ a 
plural e.g. Tr. ,, cap. , p.  lin.  : ¶diversis· for muḫtalif and Tr. ,,, cap. , p. 
 lin.  : ¶partes· for ǧuzʾ ³ or inversel\ see e.g. Tr. ,, cap. ;,, p.  lin.  : 
¶terminum· for Ƥudūd and Tr. ,,, cap. ,,, p.  lin.  : ¶mille· for ulūf.
2f a somewhat similar nature is the replacement of an active wording b\ a 
passive ³ see e.g. Tr. ,, cap. ,; p.  lin. - : ¶et dilatatur earum corpulentia· 
for fa-\anfasiƤu al-ƤaƏm where however a semanticall\ passive seventh form of 
an $rabic verb is involved and Tr. ,,, cap. 9,,, p.  lin.  : ¶corrumpitur· for 
abɡala ³ or inversel\ the passive singular third person of the perfect of the verb 
is translated b\ the active plural third person see e.g. Tr. ,, cap. , p.  lin.  
¶dixerunt· for qīla and Tr. ,,, cap. ,,, p.  lin.  : ¶aestimaverunt· for fa-˂unna.
(6) Fault\ readinJs related to *rapKical 6imilarit\ betZeen Arabic :ords
)inall\ in both phases of the translation one finds instances where the 
actual /atin translation results form an obvious confusion between two $rabic 
words that are graphicall\ close to each other or sometimes simpl\ identical 
(especiall\ in absence of diacritical points as was sometimes the case in ancient 
manuscripts). &lassical examples are the confusion between Za- and fa- bi- and 
li- ʿaraŐ and farŐ etc. , ma\ here add a few other examples which seem to be 
proper to the translation of our text : Tr. ,, cap. ,; p.  lin.  : ḫāZƮ (¶vacua·) 
and ƤāZƮ (¶encompassing·) : Tr. ,, cap. ;, p.  lin.  : Ƥa\\iz (¶locum·) and 
ǧuzʾ (¶part·)  Tr. ,,, cap. ,, p.  lin.  : ayyil (¶cervus·) and AƤīl (¶$chilles·)  Tr. 
,,, cap. 9,, p.  lin.  : muɡlaTan (rendered into /atin as an adMective i.e. 
¶absolutus·) and maɡlūban (¶searched·).
+owever compared to the Toledo translators the %urgos translators are less 
strict in fixing a single translation for technical terms. )or example the $rabic 
term mudāḫala is translated inside one and the same paragraph b\ ¶penetratio· 
(cap. , p.  lin. ) but also b\ ¶infusio· (cap. , p.  lin. ). This 
terminological variet\ risNs to create ambiguit\ all the more since somewhat 
before in the same chapter at line  which still belongs to the Toledo phase of 
translation the same term is translated as ¶permisceri·. $nother telling example 
28 Ibid. p. .
29 See 'ictionar\ of 0edieval Latin from %ritisK 6ources edd. 5. E. lAthAm, d. r. howlett, r. k. 
Ashdowne 2xford 8niversit\ /ondon  sTT. fasc. ;9 p. .
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is present in chapter ,; where in less than ten lines namel\ p.  lin. -
 munāsaba is translated b\ three different terms i.e. ¶comparatio· ¶respectus· 
and ¶dependentia·. )inall\ most illustrative of this Áuctuation in terminological 
choices is the translation of the $rabic term Namm which often ³ in the 
usual wa\ ³ is rendered as ¶Tuantitas· but sometimes rather surprisingl\ as 
¶mensura· (which normall\ translates the $rabic word miTdār). %ut all in all the 
similarities between both translations are greater than the dissimilarities.
Iv. double trAnslAtIons
$ most significant common element between the translations of both phases 
is undoubtedl\ the translation of one single $rabic word b\ two more or less 
s\non\mous /atin words the so-called phenomenon of double translation. , 
have extensivel\ dealt with this phenomenon in an earlier paper as far as the 
Toledo translation of the first two treatises is concerned30. , there paid special 
attention to the manuscript DubrovniN %ibl. Dom.  (-9-) since it displa\ed 
man\ more double translations than an\ other manuscript. , documented that 
it testifies of double translations in several different wa\s i.e. b\ addition 
— either supra lineam or in marJine ³ or b\ Muxtaposition ³ either simple 
Muxtaposition or a Muxtaposition impl\ing the use of a conMunction ³ of (more or 
less s\non\mous) terms  b\ rendering a single $rabic term b\ two different not 
s\non\mous words each of which however constitutes a possible translation ; 
or b\ putting into parallel a literal and a less literal translation. , argued that 
the less literal rendering reveals a will to better ¶latinize· the translation or 
to maNe a given affirmation more understandable in its context. :ith regard 
to the transmission of the /atin translation 9an 5iet alread\ offered serious 
evidence for the existence of two families of manuscripts31. , therefore anal\zed 
and discussed cases of double translation present in other manuscripts than 
the DubrovniN but which belong to the same famil\ (according to 9an 5iet·s 
labeling the ¶$-famil\·) and concluded although with due prudence that the\ 
in all liNelihood were alread\ present in the exemplar of the translator himself. 
)inall\ , tried to show that the translations attested in the manuscripts of the 
famil\ other than the one to which the DubrovniN manuscript belongs (9an 5iet·s 
¶%-famil\·) and which can be Tualified as alternative or double translation when 
compared to the $-famil\ do not necessaril\ result of a later revision of the /atin 
30 -. JAnssens L’Avicenne latin  particularitps d’une traduction in JAnssens de smet eds. Ibn 6īnā and 
Kis HeritaJe cit. pp. - (reprinted in -. JAnssens Ibn 6īnā and Kis InÁuence on tKe Arabic and Latin 
:orld $shgate $ldershot +ampshire  >9ariorum &ollected Studies Series &S @ ;,9). 
31 AvIcennA lAtInus Liber primus 1aturalium. 7ractatus primus cit. pp. -.
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translation as 9an 5iet had claimed. These alternative or double translations in 
the %-famil\ turn out to be alwa\s more literal than the translations given in the 
$-famil\ and it is therefore liNel\ that the\ represent the ver\ first attempt of 
translation since shifting from a ver\ literal to a free translation is in m\ view 
the most natural wa\ of maNing a translation (unless one starts with a rough 
draft but this is never the case as far as the $vicenna latinus is concerned). 
+ence if an\ revision tooN place it was most probabl\ in the ancestor of the 
$-famil\ namel\ with the aim of a better ¶latinization·. +ence , did not and , 
still do not see an\ serious reason to exclude that the common ancestor of all 
the surviving /atin manuscripts ³ the existence of which 9an 5iet also accepts 
³ contained alread\ these double translations (perhaps in the margin or above 
the line).
This phenomenon of double translations is as said also present in the %urgos 
translation. 0ost of the times one has the Muxtaposition of two more or less 
s\non\mous terms related to each other through a conMunction :
(1) et : cap. , p.  lin.  « evidens et manifestum » : ba\\in  cap. ,,, p.  
lin. - « seTuetur et eveniet » : yaǧib ; 
(2) idest et : cap. ,; p.  lin.  « recipiunt actionem idest et patiuntur » : al-
taʾaɠɠur (the $rabic substantive is here translated b\ a verb) ;
(3) atTue : cap. ,, p.  lin.  « summatim atque omnino » : bi-l- ǧumlati ;
(4) (non « nec (or neTue) : cap. ,, p.  lin.  « non impeditur nec 
defenditur » : lā \aƤǧib  cap. ,, pp.  lin. - « non sit divisum neTue 
scissum » : lam \anfaɓil  cap. ,9 p.  lin.  « non esset opus nec oporteret » : 
la-Nāna lā \aƤtāǧ ;
(5) vel : cap. ,, p.  lin.  « obviatio vel oppositio » : muƤāŏāh  cap. 9,, 
p.  lin.  « rimulam vel disruptionem » : taƤalƤul  cap. ,; p.  lin.  
« impellens vel amovens » : dāfiʿan ; 
(6) aut («) vel : cap. ,, p.  lin. - « aut per privationem causae secantis 
vel per absentiam divisoris » : bi-sababi ʿadami mā \uTsamu biKī ; 
(7) seu : cap. , p.  lin.  « vacua seu non tacta » : fāriJ̃  cap. ,, pp.  lin. 
49 « partem seu atomum » : ǧuzʾ ; 
(8) sive : cap. , p.  lin.  « descriptio sive intentio » : maʿnj  cap. ,,, p. 
 lin.  « dentatus sive intercisus » : muŐarras.
2ne finds also occurrences of double translations where two more or less 
s\non\mous terms/expressions are Muxtaposed without an\ conMunction : e.g. 
cap. ,, p.  lin.  « verum etiam » : bal  cap. ,, p.  lin.  « convenerunt 
concordaverunt » : aǧmaʿa  cap. 9 p.  lin.  « Tuia propter Tuod » : Za-ŏāliNa 
li-anna  cap. 9 p.  lin.  « accidens Tuod advenit » : al-ʿāriŐ  cap. 9,, p. 
 lin.  « forsan possibile est » : ʿasj an. ,n two cases of adverbs the two 
terms are somewhat separated in the text : cap. 9,, p.  lin. - « adhuc («) 
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postmodum » : baʿdu  cap. 9,, p.  lin.  « similiter (...) idem » : Na-ŏāliNa. ,n 
a similar wa\ the dual form of the $rabic word Őilʿayn (cap. ,,, p.  lin. ) is 
rendered b\ the two separated terms « duarum («) ambarum ». 
Sometimes one has the impression that the two terms used are expressing a 
hesitation between two alternate not full\ s\non\mous translations : cap. , p. 
 lin.  « ad solvendum et contradicendum » : li-l-munāTaŐa (the translator 
seems to have been hesitant between what in his view is the basic meaning of the 
$rabic root n-q-Ő and the meaning of the actual $rabic term)  cap. , p.  lin. 
143-144 « per infusionem et per fundationem » : bi-nƑirāz (here one could imagine 
that in the original translation the second of the two terms was ¶indundationem· 
but the context does not totall\ exclude the reading ¶fundationem·)  cap. , p. 
 lin.  « divisibiles in infinitum vel in semper divisibiles » : taTbalu l-Tismata 
dāʾiman (the first alternative is more ¶ad sensum· the second ¶ad litteram·) ; 
cap. ,, p.  lin.  « non ipsi alii » : al-āḫarīn (¶non ipsi· is a clearl\ alternative 
translation for the more common ¶alii·)  cap. ,9 pp. - lin. - « in actu 
realiter » : fī l-Zuǧūd (¶realiter· looNs as a Nind of (alternative ") interpretative 
translation since the same expression is translated somewhat later b\ onl\ ¶in 
actu·)  cap. 9 p.  lin.  « iuste sit verum » : ɓaƤƤa (one wonders whether one 
of the two terms i.e. ¶iuste· or ¶verum· was originall\ not placed supra lineam 
above the other)  cap. 9 p.  lin. - « unus ( « ) distinctus » : mufrad (¶unus· 
looNs as a Nind of (alternative ") interpretative translation but note that one 
finds in the same context onl\ ¶unus· translating mufrad)  cap. 9,,, p.  lin.  
« accidit sive convenit » : yaʿriŐu (elsewhere in the chapter translated b\ the verb 
competit/competat which is more or less s\non\mous with ¶convenit·).
$ possible indication of what originall\ presented itself as a double translation 
can ma\be found in chapter ,,, p.  lin. - where it is stated : « Et fortassis 
Tuod pertransiremus hoc aut minime pertransiremus cum dependeat in alia 
natura alterius studii ». The presence of ¶alterius· could result from a double 
translation of the $rabic bi-naZʿ āḫar min al-na˂ar : first a ver\ literal « alia natura 
studii » then a more latinized : « natura alterius studii ». $nother indication 
for a possible double translation is present in chapter ,9 p.  lin. - 
when $vicenna affirms : « et forsan Tuod non posset rotari supra ipsam >et est 
impossibile@ ». The final addition of ¶et est impossibile· is somewhat problematic 
and therefore , have deleted it. +owever it seems reasonable to suppose that in 
an earlier stage of the transmission of the translation and perhaps alread\ in 
the exemplar of the translator one found the double translation ¶non posset et 
esset impossibile· for the $rabic verb istaƤāla. $ final albeit less evident case 
can be found in chapter ,; p.  lin.  where it is said : « Tuia hoc corpus sine 
dubio >non@ est partibile et dividitur cum eo potentia ». The negation ¶non· is in 
contradiction with the original $rabic text. Therefore , have simpl\ deleted it 
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in the edition. +owever b\ wa\ of prudent h\pothesis ³ in the actual state of 
affairs the Tualification ¶probable· would clearl\ be too strong for the present 
case ³ one might imagine that this negation ¶non· was followed in the original 
exemplar of the translators (or in an earl\ cop\ of the original translation) b\ 
¶est dubium· thus constituting with ¶sine dubio· a double translation of the 
$rabic expression lā maƤāla32. 
&ertainl\ none of these cases permits to affirm with certaint\ that those 
double translations have been formulated b\ the translators themselves rather 
than added later b\ one (or several) cop\ist(s). %ut on the other hand nothing 
excludes formall\ that the\ have been formulated b\ them.
v. A specIAl cAse : A double copy oF A pAssAGe 
Special attention deserves a long passage of chapter ,; that has been copied 
twice b\ the same hand33. Somewhat surprisingl\ one now and then finds 
minor variants approximatel\ fort\ in number in the two versions. $ large 
part of them can be explained b\ lacN of attention : cases of mistaNen readings 
as e.g. ¶(corporis non) finitis· instead of ¶(corporis non) finiti· (p.  lin. ) 
¶(extra) haec (corpus)· instead of ¶(extra) hoc (corpus)· (p.  lin. ) ¶(res «
non) dicunt (tarde esse)· instead of ¶(res «non) dicuntur (tarde esse)· (p.  
lin. ) etc.  one case of repetition (¶iteravit·) and five cases of ver\ limited 
omissions namel\ the omission of one word or at most of two words. +owever 
this does not mean that the cop\ist was simpl\ careless. +e clearl\ tried to offer 
a cop\ as correct as possible as becomes evident b\ the five cases of effaced 
additions (two of which belongs to cop\ $ three to cop\ %) as well as b\ the 
single case of marginal correction. *enerall\ speaNing no s\stematic preference 
can be given to the readings of one of the two redactions. ,ndeed a decision 
about which of the divergent readings has to be preferred had to be taNen on the 
basis of the context and of course of the comparison with the original $rabic 
text. This anal\sis showed up that the undoubtedl\ correct reading was attested 
sometimes in the first version some other times in the second. ,n the two cases 
of inversion i.e. aeTue bene erit/erit aeTue bene  numerus privatus/privatus 
32 The $rabic expression lā maƤāla is translated b\ both ¶sine dubio· and ¶non est dubium· 
(although never together) in other booNs of $vicenna·s Physics translated at %urgos see for 
example AvIcennA lAtInus Liber tertius 1aturalium 'e Jeneratione et corruptione cit. p.  1. 
165 and AvIcennA lAtInus Liber Tuartus 1aturalium 'e actionibus et passionibus ed. s. vAn rIet. 
,ntroduction doctrinale par *. verbeke 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - /eiden  p.  
1. .
33 ,n what follows , will designate them as cop\ $ and cop\ %. ,n manuscript 9at. 8rb. 
/at. the\ cover ff. r-v respectivel\ v-r.
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numerus content and original $rabic text do not permit to exclude an\ of the 
two readings. These inversions might result from the translator·s will to latinize 
the wording or simpl\ be due to the fact that he forgot to write a word and 
Mudged that it could be added without being obliged to efface the alread\ written 
word. Thus all factors can be entirel\ related to the ver\ activit\ of cop\ing. 
%ut there are three cases the explanation of which seems not so easil\ 
reducible to that ver\ activit\ :
() The first concerns the addition in cop\ % and in it alone of the word 
¶orbium· to ¶circulationes (festinae)· in the frameworN of the following 
affirmation : « Sed potest esse Tuod erunt in futuro res infinitae sed Tuaedam 
minus Tuam aliae sicut motus infiniti Tuidam sunt magis festinantes et Tuidam 
sunt motus infiniti tardiores Tuia circulationes festinae sunt plures sine dubio 
quam circulationes lentae  et eodem modo decennarii infiniti sunt minus Tuam 
uni infiniti et plus Tuam centenarii et millenarii infiniti » (cap. ,; pp.  lin. 
-). +aving shown that in a finite bod\ no infinite power can exist $vicenna 
remarNs that the number of non-existent future events is not necessaril\ finite. 
,ndeed as stressed in the above Tuoted passage the number of infinite fast 
rotations is undoubtedl\ greater than that of infinite slow rotations. 1ow as 
in the translation transmitted b\ cop\ $ the $rabic text does not explicitl\ 
specif\ the concerned rotations as proper of the celestial spheres (¶orbium·) 
contrar\ to what cop\ % does. *iven that ¶infinite motions· are in fact limited to 
the supra-lunar world it is Tuite natural to specif\ the mentioned rotations as 
rotations of the celestial spheres. %ut is the addition of this specification due to 
an initiative of our cop\ist himself " ,f this were the case one would expect its 
presence in both copies. Since this is not the case one might suspect that it has 
been added ³ either in the text itself (supra lineam ") or in the margin ³ earlier 
in /atin translation ma\be b\ the translator himself or b\ a previous cop\ist 
but that after reÁection it was effaced. ,f this is the correct h\pothesis one can 
imagine that our cop\ist has taNen into account the effacement when cop\ing 
the first time the passage but has overlooNed it when he copied it a second 
time. $lternativel\ it is also possible that the word ¶orbium· was written in the 
margin ³ either in the exemplar of the translators or in a later cop\ ³ and never 
effaced afterwards as a Nind of indication that this affirmation was about the 
celestial spheres (taNing into account that also in this lower earthl\ world faster 
circulations are more numerous than slower circulations in a same stretch of 
time). ,f this is right then our cop\ist would the first time have full\ realized 
that this marginal addition was of a specif\ing nature hence not present in the 
$rabic text but when cop\ing a second time the translation he would have 
thought that is was essential to the text. $ll in all this explanation remains 
highl\ speculative and therefore is of little use in clarif\ing the relationship 
between our cop\ and the original translation. 
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() 2f much greater significance are the two occurrences of the alternative 
¶igitur/ergo· : in its first occurrence one reads (cap. ,; p.  lin. ) ¶igitur· in 
cop\ $ (« >ponamus@ igitur ») and ¶ergo· in cop\ % (« >ponamus@ ergo ») whereas 
the inverse is the case at the second occurrence (« >iam@ ergo » / « >iam@ igitur » 
p.  lin. ). ,t looNs most unliNel\ that the cop\ist would have deliberatel\ 
replaced the first time ¶igitur· b\ the s\non\mous ¶ergo· and later would have 
done the inverse. ,n m\ view one cannot but see in this inverted use a serious 
indication for the presence of both terms in the manuscript that was at the 
disposal of our cop\ist and this in both occurrences. 2f course it is impossible 
to Nnow whether ¶igitur· and ¶ergo· were written one after the other or one 
above the other or even one in the text and the other in the margin. Similarl\ if 
this was indeed the case one cannot determine whether the alternative as such 
was alread\ present in the exemplar of the translators or has been introduced 
b\ a later cop\ist.
() $ most interesting case is related to the presence of a double translation 
namel\ ¶patientis vel passi· for $rabic al-munfaʿil which is attested onl\ in 
cop\ %. ,t is twice included in a passage where $vicenna states : « &um ergo 
duplicaverimus aliTuam partem patientis vel passi et aliTuam partem agentis 
TuousTue consumatur patiens finitum et posuerimus in sua oppositione corporis 
non finiti aliTuas partes finitas erit ergo relatio unius partis domini potentiae 
ad potentias omnium partium finiti sicut relatio partis passi vel patientis >primi@ 
ad totum patiens et hoc tamTuam potentia partis corporis positi infiniti ad 
potentiam infiniti » (m\ italics) (cap. ,; pp. - lin. -). ,t immediatel\ 
striNes that in the second mention of the double translation the word order has 
been inverted : ¶passi vel patientis· instead of ¶patientis vel passi·. 0oreover it 
has to be noted that inside the ver\ same passage one also finds and this also 
on two occasions the single translation ¶patiens· for al-munfaʿil. 1ow when one 
looNs at the other cop\ i.e. cop\ $ one finds ¶patientis· instead of ¶patientis vel 
passi· and ¶passi· instead of ¶passi vel patientis· : in other words one finds in 
$ each time the ver\ first term of the double translation as given in %. +ence 
it looNs probable that this term figured in the actual translation whereas the 
other term was most liNel\ added supra lineam or in the margin. The presence 
in cop\ $ of the single translation ¶patiens· at the two other instances where 
the $rabic text has al-munfaʿil and this in full accordance with cop\ % maNes 
clear that in both of these cases no alternative translation was offered in our 
cop\ist·s model. ,nsofar as ¶patiens· constituted the standard translation for 
munfaʿil in the translations of the $vicenna latinus regardless whether those 
translations had been elaborated at Toledo in the twelfth centur\ or at %urgos 
in the thirteenth centur\ the absence of such alternative in copies $ and % is 
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simpl\ normal34. 2n the contrar\ what is reall\ surprising is the use of a double 
translation on the two other occasions in the cop\ % and above all the single 
use of ¶passi· on one occasion in cop\ $. ,n fact in the former case the present 
and the perfect participle of the deponent verb ¶patior· (¶patiens· ¶passus·) are 
combined in an attempt to translate the seventh form of the $rabic verb infaʿala 
which has in itself a passive meaning namel\ ¶to be or become inÁuenced or 
affected b\·. ,n this sense ¶passus· ¶what (or who) is affected b\· in so far as it 
is morphologicall\ passive appears to be the more literal translation. %ut it 
is also obvious that from a semantical point of view the translation ¶patiens· 
is preferable above ¶passus·. 8nless , am mistaNen the latter·s use as a 
substantified adMective as is the case here is ver\ unusual. Such substantified 
use becomes even more evident in the case of its isolated appearance in cop\ $. 
,t looNs therefore unliNel\ that a later cop\ist would have added this unusual 
alternative translation. Therefore , am inclined to thinN that the alternative 
double translation was alread\ present in the exemplar of the translators who 
had perhaps a (small ") hesitation about the accurac\ of the present participle 
¶patiens· for translating the $rabic participle munfaʿil. ,t remains however 
unclear wh\ the\ have inverted the word order the second time ³ as indicated 
above the mentioning of onl\ the first term in each of the two cases in cop\ $ 
strongl\ confirms an actual inversion in the formulation. $s such this gives the 
impression that the\ had a slight preference for ¶passus· as the most adeTuate 
translation but the presence of the sole term ¶patiens· on two occasions in 
the same context is rather indicative of the inverse. Since nothing permits to 
explain in a precise non-speculative wa\ this inversion in formulation , prefer 
to leave open the Tuestion of which was the reason for this switch. :hatever 
be that reason one clearl\ discovers in the present case a proof that double 
translations gave rise to different variants in later cop\ing : either the double 
translation was as such preserved as shown in cop\ % or onl\ one of the two 
34 5egarding parts translated at Toledo see e.g. AvIcennA lAtInus Liber de anima seu se[tus 
de 1aturalibus ,9-9 ,-,,, ed. S. vAn rIet. ,ntroduction doctrinale par *. verbeke 3eeters - 
%rill /ouvain - /eiden - p.  1.  respectivel\ p.  1.  (where one also 
finds two alternative translations but in isolated form namel\ ¶passibilis· and ¶passivus·) 
or AvIcennA lAtInus Liber de pKilosopKia prima sive scientia divina ,-;. /exiTues ed. S. vAn rIet 
3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - /eiden  p.  1. . $s to the translations related to 
%urgos see AvIcennA lAtInus Liber tertius 1aturalium 'e Jeneratione et corruptione cit. p.  1. 
 (where one finds in addition the translations ¶receptor operis· or ¶recipiens operationem· 
and even those of ¶separatur· >but in all liNelihood the /atin translator has here read munfaɓil 
instead of munfaʿil ³ from a graphical point of view both $rabic terms are ver\ similar and 
hence can be easil\ confused@ and ¶dependens· >ma\be due to a free rendering related to the 
context@). AvIcennA lAtInus Liber Tuartus 1aturalium 'e actionibus et passionibus cit. p.  1. 
 (on occasion the alternative translation ¶recipit actionem· is offered).
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terms was taNen over as shown in cop\ $. Since here both copies are b\ one and 
the same hand it is be\ond an\ reasonable doubt that the cop\ist made his own 
choices when maNing each of the two copies. ,t is worthwhile to stress that the 
given double translation as indicated above was formulated b\ the translators 
themselves and hence was present in the exemplar of the translation. 
conclusIon
0an\ m\steries surround the medieval translation into /atin of $vicenna·s 
Physics. +aving been accomplished in two phases distinguished from each other 
b\ almost a centur\ it is far from being clear wh\ the first phase was ended 
abruptl\ and also wh\ the later phase did not cover the complete remaining text 
but was restricted to the translation of a few more chapters. *iven $vicenna·s 
status as an ¶auctoritas· it is also surprising that the worN received relativel\ 
little attention in the /atin world especiall\ when compared to $vicenna·s 'e 
anima and 3KilosopKia prima. )inall\ in spite of a great distance in time the same 
basic translation techniTues (and some peculiarities related to them) are at 
worN in both phases. +owever one detects important changes in the translation 
of some technical terms and surprisingl\ a greater Áuidit\ in terminolog\ in 
the later %urgos phase than in the previous Toledo stage.
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The /iber primus naturalium ie tKe 3h\sics of tKe Avicenna latinus
The /atin translation of Al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīʿī of ,bn Sīnā·s maMor worN Al-əifāʾ is unique 
insofar as it has been translated in two phases at different places i.e. Toledo and %urgos 
and in different times i.e. second half of the twelfth centur\ and ca. -. 0oreover 
it was never translated in its entiret\. Despite the absence of an\ clear evidence a 
plausible reason is sought for both the sudden stopping of the Toledo translation and 
the (at first sight conscious) putting into end of the %urgos translation. ,t is moreover 
shown that the translation had onl\ a limited inÁuence on the /atin world. )inall\ great 
attention is paid to the translation techniTues especiall\ the phenomenon of ¶double 
translation·. *enerall\ speaNing one discovers man\ common elements between the 
translation techniTues used in both phases of the translation. The onl\ maMor difference 
seems to consist in a greater Áuidit\ in translating technical terms in the later %urgos 
translation than in the earlier Toledo translation.
Jules JAnssens De :ulf-0ansioncentrum .8 /euven
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ALESSIA ASTESIANO
L’inizio di un movimento nella fisica del continuo : Avicenna 
lettore di Aristotele (Libro della guarigione, Fisica, III, 6)*
1. IntroduzIone
/·inizio di un movimento costituisce una Tuestione spinosa per chi fin 
dall·antichitj ha cercato di interpretare tempo e movimento come dotati di 
struttura continua1. /a problematicitj della Tuestione emerge in particolare 
Tuando si considera la successione di due movimenti oppure il passaggio da uno 
stato di Tuiete al movimento. &he cosa succede per esempio Tuando un mobile 
smette di essere fermo e inizia a muoversi " &ome si puz considerare l·istante 
che discrimina i due stati del mobile " Se esso q lo stesso per entrambi gli stati 
si verifica la situazione paradossale di un mobile che q contemporaneamente in 
Tuiete e in movimento. Se si tratta di due istanti distinti disposti uno dopo l·altro 
si verifica la situazione altrettanto paradossale di un tempo che intercorre tra i 
due istanti nel Tuale il mobile non puz essere detto np in Tuiete np in movimento2. 
* ,l presente articolo q pubblicato nell·ambito del progetto di ricerca 35,1  : L’universalità 
e i suoi limiti : meccanismi di inclusione ed esclusione nella storia della filosofia e nei dibattiti filosofici 
contemporanei (8nitj locale di 3isa Scuola 1ormale Superiore) finanziato dal 0inistero 
dell·8niversitj e della 5icerca. ³ Desidero ringraziare il prof. $. %ertolacci per l·incoraggiamento 
e i preziosi consigli e per avermi consentito di visualizzare le immagini dei manoscritti raccolte 
nell·ambito del progetto ¶3hibor : 3hilosoph\ on the %order of &ivilizations and ,ntellectual 
Endeavours : Towards a &ritical Edition of the Metaphysics (IlāKi\\āt of .itāb al-əifāʾ) of $vicenna (,bn 
SƮnö). E5& $dvanced *rant ·. ³ ,l presente lavoro q una rielaborazione di una comunicazione 
tenuta a 3isa il  giugno  presso la Scuola 1ormale Superiore. 5ingrazio i partecipanti a 
tale seminario in particolar modo 5. $rnzen *. DadNhah T. $lpina e ,. 3anzeca per gli utili 
suggerimenti e spunti di approfondimento. Sono molto grata al prof. -. -anssens per avermi 
gentilmente consentito di leggere il testo della sua edizione della traduzione latina del ,,, trattato 
della Fisica di $vicenna prima della pubblicazione. 5ingrazio inoltre 0. 8gaglia per aver discusso 
con me alcuni passi aristotelici. 5ivolgo infine un sentito ringraziamento ai due anonimi referee 
per i miglioramenti suggeriti. 2gni eventuale mancanza q da imputare unicamente a me.
1 Sull·esposizione dei problemi relativi all·inizio (e alla fine) del cambiamento si vedano r. 
SorabjI Time, Creation and the Continuum : Theories in Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages DucNworth 
/ondon  p.  e l·introduzione a cura dello stesso SorabMi in SImplIcIuS, On Aristotle’s Physics 
6, tr. d. KonStan &ornell 8niversit\ 3ress ,thaca 1<  pp. -.
2 8n·esposizione del problema in termini simili si trova nella parafrasi alla Fisica di Aristotele di 
Temistio in Phys. pp. . - . (i passi della parafrasi sono citati secondo l·edizione themIStIuS 
In Aristotelis physica paraphrasis ed. h. SchenKl 5eimer %erlin  >&$* 9 @). 
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,l problema dell·inizio del movimento q affrontato da $vicenna nel capitolo 
6 del III trattato della Fisica (al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīʿī) del Libro della guarigione (.itāb 
al-əifāʾ) nei passi che sono oggetto di analisi nel presente contributo. &ome 
si vedrj $vicenna si inserisce all·interno di una tradizione che affronta il 
problema soprattutto dal punto di vista di una disambiguazione terminologica : 
la strategia q Tuella di precisare che cosa si intende per inizio del movimento 
per trovare una soluzione al problema. Si capisce allora perchp in un contesto 
di Tuesto tipo le espressioni usate e la terminologia impiegata sono di grande 
importanza per chiarire il pensiero dell·autore dal momento che esse riÁettono 
determinate scelte dottrinali. ,n Tuesta prospettiva un attento esame del testo 
consente di mettere in luce Tuesti aspetti.
Il testo della Fisica dello əifāʾ q accessibile in pi edizioni la litografia di 
Teheran ()4 e due edizioni contemporanee dotate di apparato di varianti : 
l·edizione del &airo () a cura di S. =ö\id5 e l’edizione di Beirut (1996) a cura di 
Ɯ. Įl <ösƮn6. Esiste anche una traduzione inglese () con testo arabo a fronte 
a cura di -. 0c*innis7 che non si propone di fornire un·edizione critica (traduce 
infatti il testo dell·edizione di %eirut) ma interviene su singoli punti apportando 
correzioni sulla base del confronto con l·edizione del &airo la litografia di 
Teheran e la traduzione latina8.
1ell·esaminare i passi di $vicenna relativi all·inizio del movimento ho 
considerato oltre alle edizioni menzionate i venti manoscritti arabi pi antichi 
a me noti che conservano il testo della Fisica dello əifāʾ diciotto dei Tuali non 
sono stati presi in esame nelle precedenti edizioni del testo9. La selezione dei 
venti manoscritti q stata condotta secondo un criterio cronologico : in mancanza 
di uno studio dei rapporti genealogici tra tali manoscritti si q data la precedenza 
ai codici la cui data di copia fosse nota e pi antica10.
 /a traduzione italiana dei passi q fornita in appendice.
4 Ibn Sīnā al-ɥabīʿi\\āt min al-əifāʾ Teheran .
5 Ibn Sīnā al-əifāʾ al-ɥabīʿi\\āt  al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīʿī ed. S. zāy,d &airo .
6 Ibn Sīnā al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīʿī min .itāb al-əifāʾ ed. Ɯālyā6īn Dör al-0anöhil %eirut .
7 avIcenna The Physics of The +ealing A parallel (nJlisK-Arabic te[t translated introduced and 
annotated by j. mcGInnIS  vols. %righam <oung 8niversit\ 3ress 3rovo 8tah .
8 mcGInnIS Physics cit. p. xxxII.
9 3er i manoscritti considerati nelle edizioni del &airo e di %eirut si vedano zāy,d al-6amāʿ cit. 
p. zā\ ; a. haSnawI La dpfinition du mouvement dans la 3h\siTue du əiföʾ d’Avicenne, « $rabic Sciences 
and 3hilosoph\ »   pp. - in particolare p.  n.  ; ālyā6īn al-6amāʿ cit. pp. -.
10 /a datazione dei manoscritti che contengono anche l·IlāKi\\āt del .itāb al-əifāʾ si basa su 
Tuella registrata sul sito web del progetto 3hibor : http://www.avicennaproMect.eu/index.
php ?id=61 (ultimo accesso : 01/07/17). 3er Tuanto riguarda i manoscritti che non contengono 
l’,OƗKL\\ƗW la fonte da cui è ricavata la datazione è riportata nelle note alla tabella.
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0anoscritti consultati disposti in ordine cronologico secondo la data di 
copia11 :
0anoscritto Sigla Datazione
1)* 2xford %odleian /ibrar\ 3ococNe  3oc +/ o +/
2) /ondra %ritish 0useum (ora : %ritish 
/ibrar\ 2riental and ,ndia 2ffice 
&ollections) 2r. 
2r +/-a
) ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 
Damat Ƽbrahim 3aߞa 825
Da825 +/-b
4) ,stanbul 1uruosmani\e .tphanesi 
2710
Nur2710 +/-
5) ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 
$\asof\a 
$\a -+/-
6) ,stanbul TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi 
.tphanesi $hmet ,,, 
Top +/-c
7) ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 
&arullah 
&ar +/-
8) ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 
Damat Ƽbrahim 3aߞa  
Da +/-
9)* &airo 0aNtabat al-$zhar al-əarƮf %eḫƮt 
 falsafa
%e VII/XIII
10) ,stanbul %e\az×t .tphanesi (ex : 
ʿ8mɫmƮ) 
%e\ VII/XIIId
11) ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 
$\asof\a 
$\a VII/XIIIe
12) .ho\ .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasa-i 1amözƮ 
248
Na248 VII/XIII
) 5ampur 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\  ω 
(ƤiNma 112)
5a +/-
14) Teheran .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-
\i 0illƮ   
0aM +/
11 Sono segnati con asterisco i manoscritti presi in esame anche nelle edizioni del &airo e di 
Beirut.
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15) ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 
߸ehit $li 3aߞa 1748
Su1748 +/
16) Teheran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  0al +/-f
17) /eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN 2r.  Or84 +/
18) Dublino &hester %eatt\ /ibrar\ $rabic 
5412
Du5412 +/
19) %aghdad 0aNtabat al-$wTöf  %a +/-
20) /eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN 2r.  Or4 prima del ;/;9,
a &fr. w. cureton Catalogus codicum manoscriptorum orientalium qui in Museo Britannico asservantur. 
6upplementum Tuatuor auctum appendicibus cui accedunt addenda et corriJenda necnon inde[ triple[ in 
universum cataloJum 066 Arabicorum /ondini  p.  : « Deficit folio lacero numerus anni 
centenarius Tuem tamen ex scripturae specie conMicimus legendum esse  ». 
b &fr. G. c. anawatI Essai de bibliographie avicennienne Dör al-0aʿörif &airo  p. .
c &fr. y0ahda9ī FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā ,ntiɐöröt-i Döniɐgöh-\i Tihrön 
Teheran +ɐ/ p. .
d &fr. anawatI Essai cit. p. 75.
e &fr. Ibn Sīnā al-əifāʾ, al-ɥabīʿi\\āt  al-1afs edd. G. c. anawatI, S. zāy,d, &airo  p. Ε.
f &fr. mahda9ī Fihrist cit. p. .
+o tenuto poi conto anche della traduzione latina medievale perchp essa 
costituisce un testimone importante per la ricostruzione del testo arabo di 
$vicenna12. 1el caso specifico della Fisica dello əifāʾ -. -anssens ha mostrato come 
la traduzione latina in diverse occasioni sia portatrice di varianti interessanti (a 
volte migliori di Tuelle registrate nelle edizioni del testo arabo) che meritano 
di essere prese in considerazione e discusse. /a ragione dell·importanza della 
traduzione latina medievale q la sua antichitj  in particolare il capitolo  del 
III trattato della Fisica di $vicenna fu tradotto verso la fine del ;,,, secolo14. 
12 Sul fatto che la traduzione latina medievale sia importante per stabilire il testo arabo di 
$vicenna nel caso specifico della Metafisica del Libro della guarigione si vedano a. bertolaccI The 
Reception of Aristotle’s 0etaph\sics in Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ : A Milestone of Western Metaphysical 
Thought %rill /eiden - %oston  pp.  e ss. e Id. HoZ 0an\ 5ecensions of Avicenna’s .itāb al-
əifāʾ ? « Oriens »   pp. - in particolare p. .
 j. janSSenS The Latin Translation of the 3h\sics  A 8seful 6ource for tKe &ritical (dition of tKe Arabic 
7e[t ? « Oriens »   pp. - in particolare significativo il caso  riportato alle pp. 
526-527.
14 /a traduzione latina fu realizzata in Spagna a %urgos tra il  e il . Ë conservata in un 
unico manoscritto il 9at. 8rb. /at. . /a traduzione si ferma alla fine del capitolo decimo del ,,, 
trattato al termine del Tuale sono riportati i nomi dei due traduttori ¶0agister -ohannes *unsalvi· 
e ¶Salomon·. /a versione latina dei trattati , e ,, e dell·inizio del trattato ,,, fu invece realizzata 
a Toledo probabilmente verso la fine del ;,, secolo. 3er ulteriori informazioni sulla traduzione 
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/a traduzione latina fu pertanto eseguita a partire da un manoscritto arabo 
anteriore a tale data  consente Tuindi di risalire a uno stadio antico della 
trasmissione del testo.
2. Il conteSto
1el capitolo in cui $vicenna si concentra sulla Tuestione dell·inizio di un 
movimento (il capitolo  del trattato ,,, come abbiamo detto) si nega l·esistenza 
dell·inizio di un movimento se inteso come ¶prima parte· del movimento. 
9edremo in seguito Tuali sono le ragioni che portano $vicenna a sostenere 
tale tesi. 3er ora ciz che q importante sottolineare q che tale caratteristica del 
movimento (ƤaraNa) Tuella di non avere una prima parte dipende strettamente 
dalla sua struttura cioq dal fatto di essere continuo e infinitamente divisibile. 
/o stesso discorso vale per la distanza spaziale (masāfa) e per il tempo (zamān) 
dal momento che sono anch·essi continui e infinitamente divisibili. 3er capire le 
ragioni che portano $vicenna a negare l·esistenza di una prima parte di Tueste 
realtj fisiche occorre allora ricordare cosa intenda per ¶continuo·.
$vicenna nel capitolo  del trattato ,,, spiega che ¶continuo· (muttaɓil) 
q un termine che puz essere inteso in pi modi15. /o si puz intendere in senso 
relazionale cioq Tuando q detto di una cosa in rapporto a un·altra oppure puz 
essere detto della cosa in se stessa. Dei significati di continuo in senso relazionale 
uno in particolare q di nostro interesse : una cosa è detta continua a un’altra 
Tuando il limite (ɡaraf) della prima q una cosa sola col limite della seconda16. Due 
cose continue una all·altra possono poi essere tali per accidente (bi-l-ʿaraŐ)17. 
4uesto tipo di continuitj accidentale si verifica per esempio Tuando immaginiamo 
una linea e al suo interno distinguiamo due parti tramite supposizione (bi-l-farŐ) 
latina si vedano : j. janSSenS, L’Avicenne latin  : particularités d’une traduction in j. janSSenS d. de Smet 
eds. Avicenna and His Heritage /euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  pp. - ; Id. The Reception 
of Avicenna’s 3h\sics in the Latin Middle Ages in a. vrolIjK -. 3. hoGendIjK eds. O ye Gentlemen : Arabic 
6tudies on 6cience and Literar\ &ulture in Konour of 5emNe .ruN %rill /eiden - %oston  pp. - ; 
Id. The Latin Translation of the 3h\sics cit. ; Id. 7Ke 3K\sics of tKe Avicenna Latinus and Its 6iJnificance 
for the Reception of Aristotle’s Physics in the West in a. van o33(nraay r. FontaIne eds. The Letter before 
tKe 6pirit  7Ke Importance of 7e[t (ditions for tKe 6tud\ of tKe 5eception of Aristotle %rill /eiden - Boston 
 pp. -.
15 av. al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīʿī (d·ora in avanti 6amāʿ) ,,,  p. . e ss.  i passi della Fisica di 
$vicenna sono sempre citati seguendo l·edizione del &airo eccetto dove indicato diversamente. 
3er un·analisi completa dei sensi di continuo si vedano j. mcGInnIS Avicenna 2xford 8niversit\ 
3ress 2xford  pp. - e Id. Avicenna’s 1atural 3KilosopK\ in p. adamSon ed. Interpreting 
Avicenna. Critical Essays &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. - in particolare pp. 
75-78.
16 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. ..
17 $v. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
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individuando per ciascuna un limite che q anche il limite dell·altra. /e due parti 
della linea potranno allora essere dette continue (hanno infatti un limite in 
comune) ma saranno tali solo per accidente. 2gnuna delle parti individuate in 
Tuesto modo infatti esiste soltanto finchp l·attivitj di supporre il limite comune 
è in corso : Tuando cessa l·attivitj mentale di chi divide non esistono pi al suo 
interno parti distinte e si ha di nuovo la linea intera18.
&onsideriamo ora il senso di ¶continuo· detto della cosa considerata in se 
stessa non in rapporto ad altro. 4ualcosa q detto continuo in Tuesto senso se 
q possibile individuare al suo interno tramite supposizione parti che siano 
continue le une con le altre secondo il senso relazionale di continuo visto in 
precedenza  si tratta Tuindi di parti che hanno tra loro un limite in comune ed 
esistenti per accidente19. /a cosa detta continua in Tuesto senso ha poi come 
proprietj Tuella di essere divisibile in parti che sono sempre ulteriormente 
divisibili20  in altre parole essa q divisibile all·infinito.
4uest·ultimo punto q importante : il fatto di concepire ciz che q continuo 
come ciz che q infinitamente divisibile significa escludere la possibilitj che 
un continuo sia divisibile in parti atomiche. 1on a caso infatti $vicenna 
dedica i successivi tre capitoli (  ) del trattato ,,, a confutare le posizioni 
di chi ritiene che i corpi non siano divisibili all·infinito ma composti da 
costituenti indivisibili21.
Ë Tuesto il contesto in cui si inserisce il capitolo  che stiamo per esaminare22. 
4ui si vedrj che la continuitj q per $vicenna (come gij per $ristotele) una 
struttura che caratterizza anche la distanza spaziale il tempo e il movimento. 
18 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
19 $v. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
20 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .. &fr. arISt. Phys. 9,  b (i passi della Fisica di Aristotele 
sono sempre citati seguendo l·edizione Aristotle’s Physics. $ revised text with introduction and 
commentar\ ed. w. d. roSS &larendon 3ress 2xford ) : ʌ઼ȞıȣȞİȤ੻ȢįȚĮȚȡİĲઁȞİੁȢĮੁİ੿įȚĮȚȡİĲ੺ 
« ogni continuo q divisibile in >parti@ sempre divisibili ». 4uesto processo di divisione puz essere 
ripetuto all·infinito e ogni volta vale la proprietj dell·essere sempre ulteriormente divisibile : 
Tuando si divide un continuo dalla sua suddivisione si otterranno sempre continui.
21 3er un·analisi di Tuesti capitoli si veda p. lettIncK Ibn 6īnā on Atomism 7ranslation of Ibn 6īnā’s 
.itöb al-Shiföʾ al-ɥabƮʿi\\öt : al-Samaʿ al-ɡabƮʿƮ 7Kird 7reatise cKapters - « al-ShaMarah »   
pp. -.
22 Sul contenuto del trattato ,,, in generale si veda a. haSnawI Commentaire et démonstration. 
Brèves remarques sur la 3h\siTue du əiföʾ d’Avicenne in m.-o. Goulet-cazé et al. pds. Le commentaire 
entre tradition et innovation   actes du colloTue international de l’Institut des traditions te[tuelles (3aris et 
9illeMuif - septembre ) 9rin 3aris  pp. -.
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3. la corrISpondenza dI dIStanza, tempo e movImento nella dIvISIbIlItà all’InFInIto
3er dimostrare che il movimento nel significato di ¶percorrere una distanza· 
(bi-maʿnj l-Taɡʿ) q continuo e Tuindi infinitamente divisibile $vicenna si serve 
del seguente ragionamento24. Si considerino una distanza e un movimento ; si 
assuma che il movimento sia indivisibile e la distanza divisibile25. Della distanza 
q allora possibile individuare una parte che sarj minore della distanza totale. 
4uale sarj il movimento con cui il mobile attraversa Tuella distanza parziale ? 
Di certo non sarj il movimento totale perchp con Tuello il mobile percorre la 
distanza intera. Si dovrj allora ammettere che la distanza parziale sia percorsa 
con un movimento che q parte del movimento totale. 0a si era posto all·inizio 
che Tuel movimento fosse indivisibile e Tuindi privo di parti. /·assunto iniziale 
dunTue dev·essere falso. ,l movimento sarj allora divisibile e in particolare 
infinitamente divisibile proprio come la distanza percorsa26. 4uesto argomento 
mostra che non puz esserci discrepanza in termini di divisibilitj tra distanza e 
movimento : se la prima q divisibile deve esserlo anche il secondo. /a discrepanza 
nella struttura dei due enti porta a un assurdo. 
$ Tuesto punto diventa chiaro che cosa intenda $vicenna nel titolo del capitolo 
627 con ¶corrispondenze· (munāsabāt) tra distanza e movimento (e tempo) : si 
tratta di una corrispondenza che riguarda la loro divisibilitj all·infinito.
 /a precisazione che $vicenna introduce sul tipo di movimento che ha in mente q molto 
importante. $vicenna infatti (come q evidenziato da haSnawI La définition du mouvement cit. pp. 
-) prospetta due differenti modi di intendere il movimento : nel senso di ¶percorso· e come 
¶stato intermedio· (indicati rispettivamente da +asnawi come ¶movimento · e ¶movimento ·). ,l 
movimento di cui sta parlando $vicenna nel contesto del capitolo  q il ¶movimento ·. Esso è inteso 
come una realtj continua che si estende dal punto di inizio fino al termine di Tuel movimento e 
che puz essere concepito nella sua interezza solo Tuando il mobile ha gij raggiunto il punto finale. 
,n Tuesto punto il movimento non esiste gij pi perchp il mobile ha terminato il suo percorso. 
,l movimento in Tuesto senso puz avere solo un·esistenza mentale : il movimento che il mobile 
ha percorso si q impresso nell·immaginazione la Tuale a posteriori q in grado di ¶ricostruirlo· 
concependolo come una grandezza continua. ,l ¶movimento · q invece il movimento inteso come lo 
stato intermedio di un mobile che si trova nel corso del suo movimento in una posizione tra il punto 
d·inizio e il punto finale del suo movimento. Esiste nel mobile e ha una realtj extramentale. 1elle 
opere post-avicenniane i due tipi di movimento sono indicati rispettivamente con le espressioni 
ƤaraNa Taɡʿiyya e ƤaraNa taZassuɡi\\a ; cfr. a. Q. ahmed The Reception of Avicenna’s Theory of Motion in the 
Twelfth Century « $rabic Sciences and 3hilosoph\ »   pp. - in particolare pp. -.
24 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
25 /a possibilitj che la distanza sia indivisibile q subito scartata : $vicenna ha gij argomentato 
la sua posizione in merito nel corso delle sue critiche all·atomismo nei capitoli precedenti. &fr. per 
esempio av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
26 $vicenna fa Tui ricorso a una dimostrazione che nella sua struttura ricalca Tuella usata da 
$ristotele per provare la reciproca divisibilitj all·infinito delle cose relative al movimento (cioq di 
tempo distanza mobile«). 4uesto tipo di dimostrazione q ricorrente nel libro 9, della Fisica tanto 
che $ristotele stesso ne parla come di ¶ragionamenti abituali· (ਥțĲ૵ȞİੁȦșંĲȦȞȜંȖȦȞ a). 
27 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .- : « Sulle corrispondenze tra le distanze i movimenti e gli intervalli 
di tempo relativamente a Tuesta disposizione ed q chiaro che nessuno di Tuesti ha una prima parte ».
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$vicenna prosegue poi precisando che la divisibilitj del movimento dipende 
non solo dalla divisibilitj della distanza ma anche da Tuella del tempo28. 
Dimostra infatti che distanza e tempo sono entrambi divisibili facendo ricorso 
a un argomento che si basa sulla differenza di velocitj di due mobili29. Se si 
considerano un movimento veloce e uno lento la distanza percorsa dal mobile 
lento in un dato tempo sarj pi breve della distanza coperta dal mobile veloce 
nello stesso tempo. 4uesto significa che il mobile lento consente di individuare 
una porzione inferiore di distanza percorsa e Tuindi di dividerla. Dall·altro 
lato il mobile veloce percorrerj Tuella distanza in un tempo inferiore rispetto a 
Tuello impiegato dal mobile lento  consente Tuindi di dividere il tempo. Si puz 
procedere cosu all·infinito considerando alternativamente il mobile lento e il 
mobile veloce : di volta in volta l·uno consentirj di dividere la distanza percorsa 
dall·altro mentre Tuest·ultimo dividerj il tempo di Tuello. 3onendo Tuindi in 
rapporto due mobili che si muovono a velocitj differenti $vicenna riesce a 
dimostrare la corrispondenza nella divisibilitj di distanza e tempo. &on Tuesta 
dimostrazione e con la precedente q dunTue riuscito a mostrare come dalla 
divisione di una delle realtj fisiche presa tra distanza tempo e movimento 
dipenda strettamente la divisibilitj delle altre due.
$ proposito dell·analoga posizione aristotelica in merito alla divisibilitj di 
grandezza tempo e movimento gli interpreti spesso parlano di ¶isomorfismo· 
usato nel senso di ¶uguaglianza nella struttura·. 4uesto q senz·altro vero ma 
ciz su cui si deve porre l·accento q l·interdipendenza di grandezza tempo e 
movimento che $ristotele pone. &iz che q importante sottolineare infatti q non 
solo che Tueste tre realtj fisiche sono caratterizzate dalla stessa struttura ma 
che Tuesta struttura comune deriva a ciascuna di esse per il fatto di appartenere 
anche alle altre. ,n Tuesto senso q da intendere il rapporto tra distanza tempo 
e movimento anche in $vicenna : occorre porre l·accento sulle munāsabāt che 
legano tutte e tre le realtj fisiche dal punto di vista della divisibilitj.
28 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
29 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
 $ristotele in Phys. 9,  a- si serve di Tuesto stesso argomento del movimento 
veloce e del movimento lento per provare la divisibilitj di distanza e tempo.
 &fr. ar. Phys. 9,  b e ss.
 Si vedano per esempio m. duFour Aristote  : la Physique, livre VI tome   : Introduction et 
traduction /·+armattan 3aris  pp. - ed ead. Aristote  : la Physique, livre VI tome   : 
&ommentaire /·+armattan 3aris  p. .
 &ome scrive :ieland (w. wIeland 'ie aristoteliscKe 3K\siN 9andenhoecN 	 5uprecht 
*|ttingen  pp. -) la continuitj per $ristotele assume rilevanza non in Tuanto ¶Tualitj· 
appartenente a grandezza tempo e movimento considerate singolarmente ma essa emerge in 
Tuanto Tueste tre realtj sono poste in relazione tra loro.
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4. l’InIzIo dI un movImento
$vicenna ha mostrato che se come q vero distanza e tempo sono infinitamente 
divisibili allora anche il movimento q infinitamente divisibile. Da Tuesta proprietj 
ne derivano altre tra cui il fatto che non q possibile individuare una prima parte 
del movimento. $vicenna dimostra ciz nel seguente modo : ogni movimento deve 
³ date le corrispondenze illustrate prima ³ svolgersi in un tempo infinitamente 
divisibile. ,l fatto che si svolga nel tempo fa su che le parti della distanza percorsa 
con Tuel movimento siano ordinate secondo un prima e un dopo. Se Tuindi 
dovesse esistere un primo movimento di Tuel movimento esso avrebbe senza 
dubbio luogo nella parte di distanza che q percorsa per prima. 0a Tuella distanza q 
anch·essa ³ come si q visto in precedenza ³ divisibile all·infinito. 4uesto significa 
che q possibile dividerla ulteriormente e individuare cosu una ¶nuova· prima parte 
della distanza  il movimento che sarj impiegato per percorrerla sarj allora un 
primo movimento a maggior diritto rispetto al movimento che era stato detto 
primo in precedenza. Si puz cosu procedere all·infinito a dividere la distanza 
senza mai trovare di essa una prima parte np la prima parte del movimento che 
le corrisponda. ,l senso dell·argomento q chiaro  occorre tuttavia soffermarsi sul 
testo del passo per definire pi precisamente il significato di un·espressione che 
Tui compare e che non q di immediata comprensione.
T.1 $v. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .- :
اــم لوأ وــه ءيــش ةــكرحلل نوــكي نأ لاــحمف 
يــه ةــكرح ناك نإ هــنلأ كــلذو ،كرــحتلما هــكرحي 
كــلتو ،ةفاــسم يــف ةــلاحم لا اــهنإف ،ةــكرح لوأ 
.ةوــقلاب ةمــسقنم ةفاــسلما
Ë impossibile che il movimento abbia 
Tualcosa che sia كرــحتلما  هــكرحي  اــم  لوأ. 
4uesto perchp se ci fosse un movimento 
che q un primo movimento esso senza 
dubbio sarebbe in una distanza e Tuella 
distanza q divisibile in potenza.
 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  .-.
 &fr. il principio di $ristotele per cui ogni cambiamento richiede tempo e nulla si muove in 
un istante (Phys. 9,  a). $ Tuesto proposito q importante ricordare la precisazione che 
$vicenna introduce all·inizio del capitolo : in Tuesto contesto si sta parlando di movimento nel senso 
di ¶percorrere una distanza· (bi-maʿnj l-Taɡʿ p. .-). 4uesto tipo di movimento ¶il movimento · 
(secondo la distinzione in haSnawI La définition du mouvement cit.) si svolge nel tempo. 1el caso del 
¶movimento · invece il discorso q diverso  per una discussione su Tuesto punto si veda haSnawI La 
définition du mouvement cit. pp. -. Sul movimento in un istante in $vicenna si veda anche j. 
mcGInnIS 2n tKe 0oment of 6ubstantial &KanJe A 9e[ed 4uestion in tKe Histor\ of Ideas in j. mcGInnIS ed. 
Interpreting Avicenna  6cience and 3KilosopK\ in 0edieval Islam %rill /eiden - %oston  pp. -.
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/·espressione che nell·edizione del &airo compare come كرـحتلما هـكرحي اـم لوأ 
merita attenzione (per ora non la traduco per via dell·ambiguitj semantica che 
sto per chiarire). Sulla base del contesto della frase q possibile intuire che con 
Tuesta espressione si intende una parte di movimento che q movimento essa 
stessa e in particolare Tuella parte di movimento che ha luogo nella prima parte 
della distanza percorsa. 4uesta parte di movimento q chiamata anche subito 
dopo ¶primo movimento· (ةكرح لوأ). $ che cosa si riferisca Tuesta espressione q 
dunTue chiaro. 9ediamo ora come q possibile intenderla e tradurla.
Se si considera il testo cosu come q riportato dall·edizione del &airo cioq لوأ 
كرــحتلما هــكرحي اــم si prospettano diverse possibili interpretazioni a seconda di 
come si intenda il verbo. 
(a) Se si intende il verbo in senso transitivo allora il verbo sarj una ,, forma 
con significato attivo : ُك ِّرــَحُي ¶muove·. ,l soggetto sarj كرــحتلما e il complemento 
oggetto sarj il pronome suffisso ه (il Tuale rimanda ad اــم لوأ che a sua volta si 
riferisce a ءيــش che Tui indica una parte del movimento). /·espressione sarj 
tradotta Tuindi con ¶la prima >cosa@ che il mobile muove·. ,ntesa in Tuesto modo 
perz l·espressione q problematica  si tratterebbe infatti di considerare il mobile 
come soggetto di ُك ِّرــَحُي cioq come ciz che muove una parte di movimento. ,l 
mobile in Tuanto tale perz non muove la sua azione q soltanto Tuella di essere 
in movimento di muoversi.
(b) Se si tralascia allora come meno probabile il significato transitivo del 
verbo q possibile intendere l·espressione considerando il verbo كرــحي in senso 
intransitivo. ,n tal caso si prospettano due possibilitj. (b.1) /a prima consiste 
nel considerare il verbo una , forma al tempo imperfetto ُكُرــْحَي ¶si muove·. 
(b.2) /a seconda possibilitj consiste nell·interpretare il verbo come una 9 forma 
al tempo perfetto  َك َّرــ ََتح ¶si q mosso·. ,n Tuesto caso l·unica differenza rispetto 
al testo stampato consisterebbe nella posizione dei punti sulla prima lettera del 
verbo (si tratta di leggere tāʾ al posto di \āʾ) mentre il rasm resta invariato. 
/a possibilitj che in Tuesta espressione si possa leggere un verbo in 9 forma q 
supportata da parte della tradizione manoscritta. ,l prospetto delle varianti in 
 Su Tuesta linea interpretativa sembra collocarsi mcGInnIS Physics cit. p.  che stampa nel 
testo a fronte della sua traduzione هــكّرحي (seguendo il testo dell·edizione di %eirut) e traduce : 
¶it would be absurd that the motion should have something that is tKe first tKat tKe mobile moves’ 
(corsivo mio).
 /a prima forma ha lo stesso significato della 9 forma del verbo ma q pi rara di Tuest·ultima ; 
cfr. e. w. lane An Arabic-(nJlisK Le[icon part  :illiams and 1orgate /ondon  rist. /ibraire 
du /iban %eirut  p. .
 3er Tuanto riguarda la denominazione dei due tempi verbali dell·arabo ¶perfetto· e 
¶imperfetto· seguo w. wrIGht A Grammar of the Arabic Language vol. , &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress 
&ambridge  p. .
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particolare q il seguente :
كرحتلما هكرحď ام لوأ 3oc 2r Da $\a Top 
&ar %e %e\ $\a 
5a 0al 2r
كرحتلما هكرحي ام لوأ =ö\id
كرحتلما ةكرحي ام لوأ litografia Teheran (sic)
كرحتلما هكّرحي ام لوأ %a Įl <ösƮn 0c*innis
كرحتلما هكّرحď ام لوأ Da
كرحتلما هكرتح ام لوأ 1ur 2r
كرحتلما هكرحتي ام لوأ 1a 0aM Su Du
primum movens mobile Lat.
/a maggior parte dei testimoni consultati non presenta punti in corrispondenza 
della prima lettera del verbo. 3er Tuesto motivo anche su Tuesto campione 
ristretto di testimoni q impossibile stabilire Tuale sia la forma del verbo 
maggiormente attestata. 2ccorre pertanto prendere in considerazione tutte e tre 
le possibili interpretazioni prospettate e valutarle sulla base di altri criteri. 
(a) /a ,, forma in senso transitivo in Tuesto contesto sembra meno probabile 
per le ragioni gij viste. $nche la traduzione latina sembra leggere o interpretare 
il verbo arabo come una ,, forma transitiva : ¶primum movens mobile· ¶la 
prima cosa che muove il mobile·. ,l testo che traduce perz evidentemente non 
riportava il pronome personale suffisso ه cosu che كرحتلما cioq il mobile diventa 
complemento oggetto. 4uesta lezione perz non q attestata da altri testimoni 
(tra Tuelli presi in esame). 3er Tuesto motivo vale la pena considerare se le altre 
strade proposte dalla tradizione manoscritta siano percorribili.
(b) &onsideriamo allora la possibilitj che il verbo abbia un significato 
intransitivo (sia esso alla 9 forma o alla ,). ,n Tuesto caso occorre giustificare la 
presenza del pronome suffisso ه. &ome si q gij detto in precedenza il pronome 
suffisso in Tuesta espressione si riferisce in ultima analisi a ءيــش che in Tuesto 
passo indica una parte del movimento essa stessa movimento. 2ccorre allora 
 5iporto l·espressione cosu come compare nei venti manoscritti arabi menzionati 
nell·introduzione unitamente alla sua resa nella traduzione latina medievale. Segnalo anche come 
q stampata l·espressione nella litografia di Teheran nelle edizioni del &airo e di %eirut e nel testo 
a fronte della traduzione di 0c*innis.
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valutare l·ipotesi che il verbo col significato intransitivo regga un accusativo 
indicante il movimento.
(b.2) &onsideriamo dapprima il caso del verbo ¶muoversi· espresso in arabo 
con una 9 forma del verbo. $lcuni passi in $vicenna stesso indicano che Tuesto 
costrutto q possibile :
av. 1afs (Anima) ,  p. .-40 :
 هـتكرحب كرـحتي امـسج  سـفنلا اوـلعج نـيذلا اـمأ و 
اـهب كردـيل ءايـشلأا ىـلع اـهكرحتي يـتلا ةريدتـسلما 
نأ  نـبن نـح مـهلوق داـسف دـعب حضونـسف ءايـشلأا 
.مـسجب نوـكي نأ زوـجي لا ىـلقعلا كاردلإا
3er Tuanto riguarda Tuelli che considerano 
l·anima un corpo che si muove con il suo 
movimento circolare di cui si muove 
intorno alle cose per cogliere per mezzo 
di esso >scil. del movimento@ le cose 
spiegheremo in seguito la falsitj del loro 
discorso nel momento in cui chiariremo 
che la comprensione intellettiva non puz 
avvenire per mezzo del corpo.
,n Tuesto passo il verbo q alla 9 forma e compare in unione col pronome 
suffisso اــه che rimanda al sostantivo ةــكرح che compare in precedenza. ,l 
significato q Tuello di ¶muoversi di un movimento circolare·. Troviamo una 
costruzione analoga anche nel passo seguente :
$v. 4i\ās (6illoJismo) ,9  p. .-41 :
كرــحتي  ناــGقي   هــنأب   فــصوي اــم   لك  ســيل   هــنإف 
،ةرورــEلاب ةدوــجوم هــتاذ  تــماد اــم ةــGقيلا ةــكرح 
ماد اــم اــهكرحتي اــنمإ لــب ،نــكي مــ ل وأ ناــGقي ناك 
.ناــGقي
,nfatti non tutto ciz a cui q attribuito 
il fatto di essere sveglio si muove 
necessariamente del movimento della 
veglia per tutto il tempo in cui esso stesso 
esiste che sia sveglio o che non lo sia ma 
si muove di esso >scil. del movimento@ solo 
per il tempo in cui q sveglio.
4uesto tipo di costruzione q anche attestata nella traduzione araba della Fisica 
di Aristotele42. $nche se non sappiamo in Tuale traduzione $vicenna leggesse il 
40 F. rahman Avicenna’s De anima 2xford 8niversit\ 3ress /ondon .
41 Ibn Sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-0anɡiT al-4i\ās ed. S. zāy,d &airo .
42 La Fisica di $ristotele fu tradotta pi volte in arabo (cfr. F. e. peterS Aristoteles Arabus : the 
Oriental Translations and Commentaries on the Aristotelian Corpus %rill /eiden  pp. -). /·unica 
traduzione che si q conservata q Tuella di ,sƤöT ibn Ʃuna\n (morto nel +/) che q preservata 
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testo aristotelico q comunTue significativo riscontrare anche in Tuesto testo 
l·uso della costruzione del verbo كّرــتح in 9 forma col sostantivo ةــكرح.
ar. Phys. 9,,,  b- (p. . %adawƮ)  :
كِّرَحُي يتلا ةكرلحا كرحتي ناك َّلاِإو ਩ĲȚ਴ȞțȚȞİ૙ț઀ȞȘıȚȞ, țȚȞȠ૙Ĳ’ਙȞ(« ,noltre si muoverebbe del movimento 
che >esso stesso@ provoca »).
, passi menzionati mostrano Tuindi che q possibile dire che un mobile كرـحتي 
ةــكرح كّرــتح ± ةــكرح dove il verbo alla 9 forma all·imperfetto o al perfetto in 
unione col sostantivo ¶movimento· q inteso nel significato di ¶muoversi di un 
movimento·44.
(b.1) $ Tuesto proposito occorre osservare che anche la , forma del verbo 
che alla pari della 9 forma ha significato intransitivo sembra ammettere una 
costruzione di Tuesto tipo :
av. al-4ānūn fī l-ɡibb (Canone di medicina) p. .-45 :
ةـكرح  كرـحي وأ ،بـعتم رـيغ íايـشم يـشيم مـث 
ةـبعتم رـيغ ىرـخأ
3oi cammina con un andamento non 
stancante oppure si muove di un altro 
movimento non stancante.
Sulla base di Tuesti passi paralleli si puz dire che l·uso del verbo con 
significato intransitivo q possibile in Tuesto contesto. 5esta da valutare se sia 
preferibile la , forma all·imperfetto o la 9 forma al perfetto. /a scelta tra le due46 
in un unico manoscritto /eiden 2r.  ed q stata edita da %adawƮ (ar,6ɥūɥā/ī6 al-ɥabīʿa tarƏamat 
,sƤöT ibn Ʃuna\n  voll. ed. ʿa. badawī &airo -). ,n Tuesto manoscritto sono conservati i 
commenti alla Fisica di diversi autori tra cui anche porzioni dei commenti di alcuni commentatori 
tardo-antichi. 3er ulteriori informazioni sulla struttura e il contenuto di Tuesto manoscritto si 
vedano e. GIannaKIS 7Ke 6tructure of Abū l-Ʃusa\n al-%aɓrī’s Copy of Aristotle’s Physics « =eitschrift fr 
*eschichte der $rabisch-,slamischen :issenschaften »,   pp. - e p. lettIncK Aristotle’s 
Physics and Its Reception in the Arabic World %rill /eiden  pp. -.
 5ingrazio il dott. 5. $rnzen per avermi segnalato Tuesto passo. Tutti i testi della traduzione 
araba della Fisica sono citati secondo l’edizione ar,6ɥūɥā/ī6 al-ɥabīʿa tarƏamat ,sƤöT ibn Ʃuna\n 
vol. ,, ed. ʿa. badawī &airo .
44 4uesto sarebbe un caso di mafʿūl muɡlaT cioq di ¶oggetto assoluto· (cfr. w. wrIGht A Grammar 
of the Arabic Language vol.  &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. -).
45 Ibn Sīnā al-4ānūn fī l-ɡibb vol. . Ɯömiʿa +amdard 1ew Delhi .
46 /asciamo da parte la possibilitj di considerare il verbo in 9 forma all·imperfetto هــكرحتي 
(lezione supportata da alcuni testimoni). Si tratta infatti di una forma che a livello semantico q 
analoga alla , forma all·imperfetto ma il cui rasm ³ a differenza di Tuest·ultima ³ q attestato in 
modo minoritario dalla tradizione manoscritta.
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non potrj essere condotta sulla base del significato proprio della forma verbale 
(entrambe significano ¶muoversi·) ma dovrj fare leva su altre considerazioni. 
Tuttavia prima di compiere Tuesta scelta occorre comprendere che cosa 
intendesse $vicenna con اـم لوأ ed esaminare i differenti significati che لوأ  puz 
assumere in riferimento al movimento. 
4.1. I candidati al ruolo di inizio del movimento
1el passo che si q esaminato $vicenna ha mostrato che non q possibile 
individuare un primo movimento (ةــكرح  لوأ) cioq una prima parte del 
movimento47. Subito dopo perz precisa che لولأا si potrebbe intendere in pi 
modi48. $ Tuesto proposito q importante notare l·ambiguitj semantica propria 
del termine awwal che puz essere inteso sia come sostantivo awwalun nel 
significato di ¶inizio· (corrispondente al greco ਕȡȤ੾) sia come aggettivo elativo 
awwalu col significato di ¶primo· (corrispondente al greco ʌȡ૵ĲȠȢ)49. Tenendo a 
mente Tuesta distinzione q pi facile capire perchp $vicenna prospetti l·esistenza 
di pi interpretazioni per Tuesto termine.
(1) ,l primo modo con cui puz essere inteso q nel senso di ¶limite· (ɡaraf) 
Tuindi di limite iniziale50. ,n Tuesto caso si intende il punto di partenza del 
movimento : se si immagina il movimento preso in esame come il segmento di 
una linea allora l·inizio del cambiamento secondo Tuesto primo significato 
corrisponderj al punto-limite iniziale di Tuel segmento. Ë interessante notare 
che a proposito di Tuesto limite iniziale del movimento $vicenna dice che esso 
ha un corrispettivo nell·istante che delimita il tempo in cui Tuel movimento 
ha luogo e nel limite iniziale della distanza percorsa con Tuel movimento51. 
&on le dimostrazioni che aprono il capitolo $vicenna aveva sottolineato che 
tempo distanza e movimento si corrispondono l·un l·altro per Tuanto riguarda 
l·infinita divisibilitj. 0a Tuesta relazione reciproca non si perde Tuando si 
parla dei loro limiti indivisibili. /a corrispondenza tra le tre realtj fisiche si 
verifica sia Tuando sono considerate le loro parti estese (ci sarj allora una 
corrispondenza nell·infinita divisibilitj) sia Tuando sono considerati i loro 
limiti (in tal caso la corrispondenza q tra indivisibili)52.
47 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
48 $v. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. ..
49 3er Tuesti due usi del termine si veda G. endreSS d. GutaS eds. A *reeN and Arabic Le[icon 
(*ALe[ vol. , %rill /eiden - 1ew <orN - .|ln  pp. -.
50 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. ..
51 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
52 &fr. duFour Commentaire cit. p.  a proposito della presenza di un doppio isomorfismo nel 
libro 9, della Fisica di Aristotele.
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(2) ,l secondo significato che $vicenna prospetta per l·inizio del movimento 
q Tuello a cui aveva gij fatto riferimento in precedenza : si tratta della ¶prima 
delle parti del movimento· (aZZalu aǧzāʾi l-ƤaraNati) nel senso della parte del 
movimento che precede tutte le altre.
(3) 2ltre a Tuesti due significati per l·inizio del movimento uno puntiforme 
e l·altro esteso uno inteso come limite e l·altro come parte $vicenna 
menziona anche un terzo significato. 4uesta terza accezione scaturisce da una 
considerazione pi generale condivisa da alcuni in merito ai corpi fisici. &ostoro 
ammettono che i corpi siano divisibili all·infinito ma Tuesta divisione se procede 
oltre un certo limite ha come effetto Tuello di compromettere la capacitj del 
corpo in Tuestione di supportare la forma che lo caratterizza. 4uesta eventualitj 
si prospetta Tuando la divisione ha come esito Tuello di individuare parti 
talmente piccole che non potranno pi essere portatrici della forma di partenza 
cioq non potranno pi essere considerate per esempio aria acTua o fuoco54. 
Esisterj allora per ciascun corpo una grandezza minima  se Tuel corpo diventa 
piccolo oltre tale limite le sue dimensioni non saranno pi idonee per ospitare 
una determinata forma per esempio la forma del fuoco o dell·aria55. 3er gli 
interlocutori di $vicenna56 se Tuesto discorso vale per i corpi fisici potrj valere 
anche per il mobile e per la distanza percorsa57 : secondo Tuesta prospettiva 
non si potrj procedere a dividerli indeterminatamente perchp per conservare 
le caratteristiche che sono loro proprie non potranno rimpicciolire oltre un 
certo limite. Si capisce allora perchp se si postula l·esistenza di un minimum per 
 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
54 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
55 Questa concezione è conosciuta nella Scolastica come teoria dei minima naturalia  a Tuesto 
proposito si veda a. maIer .ontinuum 0inima und aNtuell 8nendlicKes in Die Vorläufer Galileis im 14. 
Jahrhundert Edizioni di Storia e /etteratura 5oma  pp. -. $vicenna stesso discute di 
tale teoria nel capitolo  di Tuesto stesso trattato ,,,  sulla sua trattazione del problema si vedano 
mcGInnIS Avicenna’s 1atural 3KilosopK\ cit. pp. - e Id. A 6mall 'iscover\ : Avicenna’s Theory of 
0inima 1aturalia « -ournal of the +istor\ of 3hilosoph\ »,   pp. -. ,n Tuest·ultimo 
articolo q presente inoltre un·analisi delle premesse di tale dottrina nel mondo greco (pp. -). 
3er una ricostruzione della concezione di $lessandro sui minima si veda m. raShed Ale[andre 
d’Aphrodise, commentaire perdu à la « Physique ª d’Aristote (Livres I9-9III Les scKolies b\zantines : 
pdition, traduction et commentaire De *ru\ter %erlin  pp. -. Sulla concezione dei minima 
naturalia in $verroq si vedano r. GlaSner Ibn 5usKd’s 7Keor\ of 0inima 1aturalia « $rabic Sciences 
and 3hilosoph\ »   pp. - ; ead. Averroes’ Physics. A 7urninJ 3oint in 0edieval 1atural 
Philosophy 2xford 8niversit\ 3ress 2xford  in particolare ¶The Turning 3oint of Physics VII : 
The %reaNdown of 3h\sical %od\· pp. -  &. ceramI Corps et continuité. Remarques sur la ‘nouvelle’ 
physique d’Averroès «  $rabic Sciences and 3hilosoph\  »   pp. - in particolare pp. 
-  ; ead. *pnpration et 6ubstance  : Aristote et Averroès entre physique et métaphysique De *ru\ter 
%oston - %erlin  pp. - e pp. -.
56 1on sono riuscita a identificare le persone e le opere a cui $vicenna fa Tui riferimento.
57 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
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la distanza percorsa da un mobile proprio in virt delle corrispondenze che 
esistono tra distanza tempo e movimento si potrj postulare anche l·esistenza 
di un minimum del movimento58. ,n Tuesta prospettiva Tuindi un movimento 
per essere considerato tale non potrj avere una Tualsivoglia estensione : puz 
essere diviso ma soltanto in potenza e con la facoltj immaginativa perchp un 
movimento pi piccolo di esso non potrj avere esistenza indipendente59. 
... /·inizio del movimento in $ristotele
Si puz spiegare meglio la molteplicitj di significati presentata da $vicenna 
per l·inizio del movimento se si considera il libro 9, della Fisica di $ristotele in 
particolare i passi in cui tale Tuestione q affrontata esplicitamente60. 1el capitolo  
del libro 9, infatti $ristotele discute di ciz che avviene in corrispondenza dell·inizio 
di un movimento. ,n particolare nega l·esistenza stessa dell·inizio del movimento :
ar. Phys. VI  a- :
Ƞ੝ Ȗ੹ȡ ਩ıĲȚȞ ਕȡȤ੽ ȝİĲĮȕȠȜોȢ Ƞ੝į¶ ਥȞ મ
ʌȡઆĲ૳ ĲȠ૨ ȤȡંȞȠȣ ȝİĲ੼ȕĮȜȜİȞ
Non esiste infatti un inizio di un 
cambiamento np per Tuanto riguarda il 
tempo ciz in cui in primo luogo >Tualcosa@ 
cambiava. 
$ristotele sostiene Tuindi che non esiste un inizio di un cambiamento o di un 
movimento61 e che non si puz neppure individuare il suo corrispettivo temporale 
58 Sul fatto che in Tuesto passo si faccia riferimento a un minimum del movimento cfr. mcGInnIS 
Avicenna’s 1atural 3KilosopK\ cit. p. .
59 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
60 ,l problema del primo istante del cambiamento ha ricevuto particolare attenzione nella 
tarda Scolastica. &ome nota 0urdoch a Tuesto proposito (j. e. murdoch Infinity and Continuity in 
n. Kretzmann, a. K(nny j. pInborG eds. The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy &ambridge 
8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. - in particolare p. ) i passi aristotelici che hanno 
fornito materiale per la discussione di Tuesto tema sono due (Phys. 9,  b-a e Phys. 
9,,,  b-) e riportano posizioni contrastanti. 1ella presente analisi prenderz in esame 
soltanto la trattazione fornita nel libro 9,. Sulla complessa Tuestione delle tensioni esistenti 
tra i libri 9, e 9,,, della Fisica di $ristotele si vedano r. SorabjI Aristotle on the Instant of Change 
« 3roceedings of the $ristotelian Societ\ » Suppl.   pp. - in particolare pp. -  5. 
SorabMi nell·introduzione di SImplIcIuS, On Aristotle’s Physics 6 cit. pp. - n.  ; j. roSen 3h\sics 9-9, 
versus VIII : Unity of Change and Disunity in the 3h\sics in m. leunISSen ed. Aristotle’s Physics. A Critical 
Guide &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. - in particolare pp. -.
61 In Phys. 9  a-b, $ristotele precisa il significato di ȝİĲĮȕȠȜ੾ ¶cambiamento· e 
ț઀ȞȘıȚȢ ¶movimento·. , tipi di cambiamento sono Tuattro : cambiamento sostanziale (generazione 
e corruzione) cambiamento di dimensioni (crescita e diminuzione) cambiamento Tualitativo 
(alterazione) e cambiamento di luogo (movimento locale). ,l termine ț઀ȞȘıȚȢ puz essere applicato 
solo agli ultimi tre tipi di cambiamento. ț઀ȞȘıȚȢ q Tuindi una specie di ȝİĲĮȕȠȜ੾.
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Tuando cioq l·oggetto in Tuestione inizia a cambiare. 1elle righe seguenti non si 
sofferma ulteriormente sull·inizio del cambiamento ma si concentra sull·inizio 
temporale fornendo una serie di argomenti per mostrare che esso non esiste. 
3robabilmente data l·analogia di struttura che per $ristotele vi q tra tempo e 
movimento62 egli non ritenne necessario ripetere gli argomenti per entrambi : ciz 
che vale per uno vale anche per l·altro. Soffermiamoci Tuindi sull·inizio temporale 
consapevoli che Tuanto sarj detto varrj anche per l·inizio del movimento.
/·espressione che $ristotele in Tuesto passo usa per riferirsi a Tuesta 
realtj temporale q ਥȞમʌȡઆĲ૳ĲȠ૨ȤȡંȞȠȣȝİĲ੼ȕĮȜȜİȞ (« ciz del tempo in cui 
in primo luogo >Tualcosa@ cambiava ») oppure l·eTuivalente ੖Ĳİ ȝİĲĮȕ੼ȕȜȘțİȞ
ʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ(« Tuando in primo luogo >Tualcosa@ q cambiato »). 4ueste espressioni 
temporali sono perz ambigue. $ristotele stesso infatti segnala che Tuesto tipo 
di espressione puz indicare sia (I) Tuando Tualcosa in primo luogo ha iniziato 
a cambiare (si riferisce Tuindi all·inizio temporale del cambiamento) sia (F) 
puz indicare Tuando in primo luogo Tualcosa ha finito di cambiare (si riferisce 
allora alla fine del cambiamento)64. /a distinzione q rilevante perchp $ristotele 
ritiene nel caso della fine del cambiamento che esso esista65 mentre l·esistenza 
dell·inizio del cambiamento q negata.
3er Tuanto riguarda la fine del cambiamento (F) per $ristotele q 
necessario che essa sia indivisibile (ਙĲȠȝȠȞ)66. Se infatti fosse divisibile allora 
si individuerebbero al suo interno delle parti. /·oggetto allora finirebbe di 
cambiare in primo luogo non pi nel tempo t ma in una delle parti di t cosu 
che ci sarj ¶Tualcosa prima del primo· (ĲȚ ĲȠ૨ʌȡઆĲȠȣʌȡંĲİȡȠȞ a) il che 
q assurdo. 8n Tualsiasi tempo divisibile infatti porta con sp il problema di un 
regresso all·infinito. 3er Tuesto motivo allora la fine del cambiamento dovrj 
essere il punto finale del processo di mutamento e sarj indivisibile in Tuanto 
suo limite (ʌ੼ȡĮȢ)67. 4uesta dimostrazione si basa Tuindi sull·importanza del 
termine ʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ : la specificazione che il cambiamento deve essere terminato 
in prima istanza in Tuella realtj temporale porta ad escludere un Tualsiasi 
intervallo di tempo divisibile perchp ciz che q divisibile potrj sempre avere una 
parte che puz essere detta ¶prima· a maggior ragione68.
62 &fr. su Tuesto punto duFour Commentaire cit. p. .
 ar. Phys. 9,  b.
64 ar. Phys. 9,  a-.
65 ar. Phys. 9,  a-.
66 ar. Phys. 9,  b-.
67 ar. Phys. 9,  a-.
68 /·importanza di ʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ in Tuesto capitolo aristotelico non q sfuggita agli interpreti. ,n 
particolare 0orison (b. morISon Le temps primaire du commencement d’un changement in j.-F. 
balaudé, F. wolFF pds. Aristote et la pensée du temps 8niversitp 3aris ; 1anterre  pp. -) 
ha sottolineato che $ristotele poco prima di Tuesta dimostrazione indica esplicitamente che 
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&onsideriamo ora le ragioni per cui $ristotele afferma che l·inizio di un 
cambiamento non esiste (I). ,l filosofo procede eliminando i due possibili 
candidati. Esclude in primo luogo che possa trattarsi di un indivisibile temporale 
(I.1). Se infatti si ammette che il tempo corrispondente all·inizio del movimento 
sia indivisibile allora l·oggetto avrj iniziato a cambiare in Tuell·indivisibile 
che sarj Tuindi inteso come parte del tempo in cui l·intero cambiamento ha 
luogo. Se un indivisibile q considerato come parte del tempo allora il tempo del 
cambiamento risulterj composto da parti discrete e il tempo non sarj pi un 
continuo (conclusione che $ristotele non q disposto ad accettare)69. 
Esclude poi che possa trattarsi di un tempo divisibile (I.2). /a ragione q che 
se l·inizio temporale di un movimento fosse divisibile si individuerebbero al suo 
interno delle parti. /·oggetto cambierebbe Tuindi prima in una sua parte e il 
tempo che era stato individuato come primo non sarj pi primo70. La forza di 
Tuesta dimostrazione sta ancora una volta nel fatto che si sta parlando di ρῶτον. 
$ causa della divisibilitj all·infinito del tempo non q possibile individuare una 
parte iniziale di movimento che sia davvero prima.
8na volta esclusi i due possibili candidati $ristotele puz allora concludere 
che ¶ciz in cui in primo luogo >Tualcosa@ q cambiato· inteso come l·inizio 
temporale di un cambiamento non esiste affatto.
... , commentatori tardo-antichi sull·inizio del movimento in $ristotele
/·idea che il movimento fosse considerato da $ristotele come avente una fine 
ma non un inizio ha portato pi volte gli interpreti a parlare di asimmetria71. Il 
cosa intende con ʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ : « intendo con primo ciz che q in un dato modo non per il fatto che lo q 
Tualcos·altro da lui » (b-). )acendo leva su Tuesta precisazione 0orison ha sostenuto che 
ʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ in Tuesto contesto non vada inteso in senso temporale : si dovrebbe tradurre ¶primairement· e 
non ¶premiqrement· (p. ). $ Tuesto proposito perz 3ellegrin (p. pelleGrIn 'pbut et fin du mouvement 
et du repos. Remarques sur la communication de Benjamin Morison in Aristote et la pensée du temps cit. pp. 
-) nota che Tuel ʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ resta comunTue una realtj temporale. Ë vero che la specificazione 
fornita Tui da $ristotele avvicina il termine al significato di ¶per sp· in contrapposizione a ¶per altro·. 
0a il fatto di interpretare ʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ in senso essenziale (come ¶per sp·) non esclude ³ nota 3ellegrin 
(pp. -) ³ una sua proiezione sull·asse temporale : il tempo in cui primariamente ciz che q 
cambiato q cambiato q comunTue il tempo in cui l·oggetto q cambiato per la prima volta.
69 ar. Phys. 9,  a-. /·argomento q riportato da $ristotele in modo molto sintetico. 
Seguo l·interpretazione che di Tuesto passo dj Simplicio in Phys. pp. . - . (i passi del 
commento sono citati secondo l’edizione SImplIcIuS In Aristotelis physicorum libros quattuor posteriores 
commentaria ed. h. dIelS 5eimer %erlin  >&$* ;@).
70 ar. Phys. 9,  a-.
71 SorabjI Time, Creation and the Continuum cit. p.  ; lettIncK Aristotle’s Physics cit. p.  ; r. 
w. SharpleS 7KeopKrastus of (resus 6ources for His Life :ritinJs 7KouJKt and InÁuence &ommentar\ 
9olume  6ources on 3K\sics %rill /eiden  pp. - ; morISon Le temps primaire cit. p.   ; 
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primo a segnalare la problematicitj di Tuesta concezione fu Teofrasto ; scrisse 
infatti a Tuesto proposito che q sorprendente l·idea che « del camminare ci sia 
una fine ma non un inizio del salpare ci sia una fine ma non un inizio »72. La fonte 
per Tuesta affermazione di Teofrasto sono i commenti alla Fisica di Aristotele di 
Temistio e Simplicio i Tuali non solo menzionano l·aporia ma riportano anche 
una risposta al problema. /a soluzione consiste nello specificare che sia l·inizio 
(ਲਕȡȤ੾) sia la fine (Ĳઁʌ੼ȡĮȢ) del cambiamento (e i loro corrispettivi temporali) 
possono essere intesi in due modi : o come una parte estesa (Ĳઁʌȡ૵ĲȠȞȝ੼ȡȠȢ
e Ĳઁ਩ıȤĮĲȠȞȝ੼ȡȠȢ) o come un limite indivisibile (ਕȡȤ੾ e ʌ੼ȡĮȢ)74. L’inizio e la 
fine del movimento (ma anche del tempo) se intesi come parte non esistono 
perchp non q possibile individuarli : non si puz mai giungere a Tualcosa che sia 
veramente primo o veramente ultimo a causa dell·infinita divisibilitj delle parti 
di un continuo75. $l contrario l·inizio e la fine intesi come limite indivisibile 
esistono e possono essere identificati76. 
Secondo Tuesta interpretazione allora Tuando $ristotele in Fisica 9,  nega 
l·esistenza dell·inizio di un cambiamento sta pensando in realtj solo alla prima 
parte  Tuando invece dice che la fine di un cambiamento esiste sta pensando 
al limite finale77. ,n Tuesto modo si puz salvare $ristotele dall·accusa di negare 
raShed Ale[andre d’ApKrodise cit. pp. -  ; F. paracchInI Raisons et déraisons d’un étonnement 
millénaire  : à propos de l’analyse aristotélicienne du changement dans Phys. Z 5 in m. bonellI, a. lonGo pds. 
“4uid est veritas ?”  : Hommage à Jonathan Barnes %ibliopolis 1apoli  pp. -. 3ellegrin parla 
di ¶dottrina paradossale· in relazione a ¶la fin sans commencement· del movimento aristotelico 
(pelleGrIn 'pbut et fin du mouvement cit. p. ).
72 5iportato in temISt. in Phys. p. .-. 3er il commento a Tuesta testimonianza relativa 
a Teofrasto si veda SharpleS Theophrastus of Eresus cit. pp. -. /·aporia di Teofrasto q riportata 
anche da SImpl. in Phys. p. . e ss.
 Todd in themIStIuS 2n Aristotle 3K\sics - tr. r. b. todd DucNworth /ondon  pp. -
 n.  specifica che non si sa se Teofrasto stesso avesse fornito una soluzione simile all·aporia. 
Suggerisce inoltre la possibilitj che Temistio e Simplicio avessero avuto come fonte $lessandro 
nella risposta al problema  cfr. gli scoli bizantini  e  editi da raShed Ale[andre d’ApKrodise 
cit. pp. -. 3er Tuanto riguarda )ilopono la porzione del commento relativa a Tuesto passo q 
conservata in arabo sotto forma di sommario o parafrasi nel ms. /eiden 2r.  (badawī, al-ɥabīʿa 
cit. pp. . - .)  tuttavia da Tuello che si evince da Tuesto passo )ilopono non sembra 
considerare problematica la negazione dell·inizio del movimento da parte di $ristotele.
74 SImpl. in Phys. p. .-  Temistio a proposito dell·inizio temporale di un cambiamento 
scrive che puz essere inteso come un tempo esteso oppure come un istante (in Phys. p. .-) : 
Į੢ĲȘĲȠ઀ȞȣȞਲ਼ȤȡંȞȠȢਥıĲ੿Ȟਲ਼ਕȡȤ੽ȤȡંȞȠȣțĮ੿ȠੈȠȞĲઁȞ૨Ȟ.
75 temISt. in Phys. p. .- ; SImpl. in Phys. p. .-.
76 /a soluzione prospettata dai commenti di Temistio e Simplicio riesce in Tuesto modo a 
ristabilire la simmetria tra l·inizio e la fine del cambiamento. &fr. todd, On Aristotle Physics 5-8 cit. 
pp. - n.  : « %oth texts accept the need for s\mmetr\ between an indivisible beginning 
and end of a change while acNnowledging that the divisibilit\ of parts precludes the identification 
of a first or last change ».
77 SImpl. in Phys., p. .- ; temISt. in Phys., p. .-.
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in senso assoluto l·esistenza dell·inizio di un cambiamento. ,l cambiamento 
puz avere allora un inizio ma deve essere inteso come un limite indivisibile 
che lo precede78. $vrj Tuindi una natura differente da Tuella del cambiamento 
stesso dal momento che non q parte del cambiamento pur precedendolo 
immediatamente. 4uesto significa che l·inizio del cambiamento se inteso come 
limite non puz essere considerato esso stesso un cambiamento79.
4.2. Valutazione dei tre candidati al ruolo di inizio del movimento
... ,l primo significato : il limite iniziale di un movimento
$lla luce del passo aristotelico sull·inizio del movimento e del dibattito 
che da esso ha preso le mosse nella tardo-antichitj q possibile capire meglio 
le valutazioni che $vicenna formula in merito ai possibili candidati al ruolo di 
inizio del movimento80.
3er Tuanto riguarda il primo significato esso q un limite81 e in Tuanto 
limite non ha estensione. 8n movimento tuttavia si estende nel tempo e nello 
spazio82. Secondo $vicenna Tuindi l·inizio del movimento inteso come limite 
esiste (q Tuesto l·unico senso in cui puz essere inteso correttamente l·inizio del 
movimento) ma non q esso stesso un movimento. 4uesta posizione lo pone in 
continuitj con l·interpretazione che i commentatori tardo-antichi hanno dato 
del passo aristotelico esaminato in precedenza. 
78 SImpl. in Phys. p. .-.
79 Sia Temistio sia Simplicio a Tuesto proposito riportano l·assioma secondo cui « l·inizio e ciz 
di cui è inizio non sono la stessa cosa » da cui concludono che l·inizio del cambiamento non q un 
cambiamento Ƞ੝į੻ț઀ȞȘıȚȢਲਕȡȤ੽ĲોȢțȚȞ੾ıİȦȢ temISt. in Phys. p. .)  cfr. anche SImpl. in 
Phys. p. .-.
80 3er Tuanto riguarda la conoscenza da parte di $vicenna di alcuni commenti tardo-antichi 
alla Fisica si veda -. janSSenS, L’Avicenne latin   un tpmoin (indirect des commentateurs in  r. b(y(r6 et al. 
pds. Tradition et traduction. Les te[tes pKilosopKiTues et scientifiTues au mo\en kJe /euven 8niversit\ 
3ress /euven  pp. -. /a parafrasi alla Fisica di Aristotele di Temistio fu tradotta in 
arabo ma la traduzione araba non q conservata (j. watt Thémistios in r. Goulet pd. Dictionnaire 
des philosophes antiques, tome VI  de 6abinillus j 7\rspnos &15S editions 3aris  p. ) se si 
escludono alcune citazioni riportate nel ms. /eiden 2r. . 3er Tuanto riguarda Simplicio invece 
una traduzione araba del commento alla Fisica non è conosciuta ; cfr. e. coda 6implicius dans la 
tradition arabe in Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, tome VI cit. p. . 3er ulteriori informazioni 
sulla circolazione dei commenti tardo-antichi alla Fisica nel mondo arabo si veda lettIncK Aristotle’s 
Physics cit. pp. -. 
81 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. ..
82 $ Tuesto proposito occorre ricordare che $vicenna in Tuesto capitolo sta parlando del 
movimento inteso nel senso di ¶percorrere una distanza·. ,n Tuesta accezione il movimento non 
puz avere uno svolgimento puntuale istantaneo perchp si estende necessariamente da un punto 
di partenza a una fine dove ha luogo il suo completamento.
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1elle righe in cui $vicenna afferma ciz q introdotta anche la discussione in 
merito all·inizio del movimento inteso nel secondo significato :
T.2 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .- (ed. &airo) :
اــف ،ةــكرحب ســيل  فرــطلا  ىــنع2 ةــكرلحا لوأــف 
،كرــحي اــ م لوأ لولأا كــ لذ ىــ نع2 ءيــشلل نوــكي 
نـكل ،كرـحي اـم  لوأ هـل نوـكيف يـناثلا هـجولاب اـمأو 
.ةــ يقيقح لا ةــ يضرع ةــ يعضو هــ تيلوأ
/·inizio del movimento col significato 
di ¶limite· non q un movimento la cosa 
Tuindi non ha col significato di Tuesto 
inizio كرــحي  اــم  لوأ. 3er Tuanto riguarda 
il secondo modo invece la cosa ha اــم لوأ 
كرــحي ma l·essere primo di Tuest·ultimo q 
assunto accidentale e non reale.
,n Tuesto passo $vicenna usa un·espressione simile a Tuella incontrata nel 
passo T.. Si tratta di كرـحي اـم لوأ che ha una struttura analoga (con اـم لوأ e un 
verbo di movimento) a Tuella vista in precedenza. Si differenzia tuttavia per il 
fatto che non vi compare il pronome suffisso che segue il verbo e il soggetto non 
q esplicitato. ,noltre Tui l·espressione q preceduta da ءيــشلل e هــل. Questi ultimi 
indicano il mobile come appare chiaro se si considerano le righe che precedono 
immediatamente T.2. 3er Tuanto riguarda il verbo invece i manoscritti 
presentano varianti analoghe a Tuelle riscontrate in T..
3rima occorrenza :
كرحď ام لوأ 2r Top &ar %e %e\ 
$\a 0al
كرحي ام لوأ =ö\id
كّرحď ام لوأ Da
كّرحي ام لوأ litografia Teheran Įl <ösƮn 0c*innis
كرحď ام Da 5a
هكرحď ام لوأ Or84
كرتح ام لوأ 3oc 1ur $\a 1a 0aM 
Su %a Du 2r
primum motum Lat.
 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  pp. . - . : « Il mobile ha nel suo movimento un primo movimento 
e Tuello q in potenza ed q ciz che q eTuivalente al movimento che q il pi piccolo dei movimenti ».
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Seconda occorrenza :
كرحď ام لوأ 3oc 2r Da Top &ar 
%e %e\ $\a 1a 5a 
0al
كرحي ام لوأ =ö\id
كّرحي ام لوأ litografia Teheran Da Įl <ösƮn 0c*innis
هكرحď ام لوأ Or84
كرتح ام لوأ 1ur $\a 0aM Su 
%a Du 2r 
primum motum Lat.
3er tradurre l·espressione che compare in Tuesto passo occorre innanzitutto 
stabilire a che cosa essa si riferisce. (A) 8na possibilitj q che si riferisca alla 
prima parte del movimento. (A.1) Si potrebbe Tuindi intendere il verbo con 
significato intransitivo nel senso di ¶muoversi di un movimento· come si q visto 
per l·espressione in T.. Tuttavia in T. non q presente in unione col verbo 
un pronome suffisso che rimandi ad ةــكرح. 3er Tuesto motivo q probabile che 
l·espressione in Tuesto passo sia da intendere in modo differente da come q 
intesa nel caso esaminato in precedenza.
(A.2) Ë possibile allora interpretare il verbo come una ,, forma attiva : ¶la prima 
>parte del movimento@ che muove·84. 4uesta lettura q in linea con l·argomentazione 
generale di $vicenna che sta valutando se l·inizio del movimento possa essere inteso 
o meno come prima parte del movimento. ,ntesa cosu perz l·espressione sembra 
sintatticamente incompleta. ,n Tuesto senso la lezione di 2r con l·aggiunta del 
pronome suffisso ه che si riferisce a ءيــش (il mobile) sembra segnalare il tentativo 
da parte di un copista di un dare un complemento oggetto al verbo di ,, forma.
(B) 9ale la pena allora considerare la possibilitj che Tuesta espressione si 
riferisca alla prima parte del mobile. /a presenza di ءيـشلل e di هل che precedono
اــم  لوأ puz legittimare tale interpretazione. &iz puz sembrare a prima vista 
sorprendente dal momento che lo scopo di $vicenna in Tueste righe q valutare 
se i due significati siano candidati adeguati al ruolo di inizio del movimento. 
&ome mai allora in Tuesto contesto si dovrebbe chiamare in causa la prima parte 
dell·oggetto che si muove ? 
84 4uesta per esempio sembra essere l·interpretazione di 0c*innis : « The first of the motions 
in the sense of limit, is not a motion and so notKinJ can be tKe first motion in that sense of first. What 
moves can be first in the second sense  however its being first is h\pothetical and accidental not 
real » (mcGInnIS Physics cit. p.   corsivo mio).
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3er rispondere a Tuesta domanda q utile considerare di nuovo il testo 
di $ristotele in particolare Fisica 9, . $nche in $ristotele infatti si verifica 
uno ¶slittamento· di Tuesto tipo. $ll·inizio della trattazione dell·inizio del 
cambiamento $ristotele aveva esordito negando la sua esistenza e Tuella di un 
tempo a esso corrispondente85. $ Tuesta affermazione seguono gli argomenti 
che si sono visti con cui $ristotele prova che non puz esistere un primo tempo 
in cui l·oggetto q cambiato. &i si aspetterebbe a Tuesto punto la dimostrazione 
dell’inesistenza dell’ਕȡȤ੽ȝİĲĮȕȠȜોȢ invece troviamo la dimostrazione che non 
esiste una prima cosa di ciz che cambia86. ,l ragionamento q analogo a Tuelli visti 
in precedenza : si considera un oggetto che cambia e si individua in Tuesto una 
prima parte. 0a tale oggetto in Tuanto grandezza q infinitamente divisibile ; si 
puz procedere cosu all·infinito a dividerlo senza riuscire a individuare una prima 
parte in assoluto87.
,l fatto che in $ristotele non compaia la dimostrazione che una prima parte 
del movimento non esiste non q problematico. +a dimostrato infatti nel capitolo 
precedente (9, ) che tutto ciz che q relativo al movimento (tempo distanza 
mobile ecc.) q parimenti continuo e infinitamente divisibile  per Tuesto motivo 
la dimostrazione che non esiste una prima parte del mobile puz di fatto valere 
anche per la prima parte del movimento88. Alla luce del confronto col testo di 
$ristotele q legittimo allora pensare che anche nel passo di $vicenna capiti 
Tualcosa di simile : un riferimento alla prima parte del mobile invece che alla 
prima parte del movimento non sarebbe fuori luogo in Tuesto contesto89. 
Se si accoglie allora l·ipotesi che l·espressione in T. si riferisca alla prima 
parte del mobile occorre riÁettere sul modo di tradurre il verbo كرحي. Si q visto 
che anche nel caso di Tuesto passo la maggior parte dei testimoni reca il verbo 
senza punti. (B.1) Se lo si intende in senso transitivo il verbo sarj da leggere 
come una ,, forma al passivo e si tradurrj con ¶la prima cosa che q mossa·. Se lo 
si intende in senso intransitivo (B.2) il verbo sarj alla , forma col significato di 
¶la prima cosa che si muove· oppure (B.3) alla 9 forma al perfetto nel senso di 
¶la prima cosa che si q mossa·.
Dal punto di vista del significato tutte e tre le strade (%. %. e %) sono 
ugualmente percorribili. Tra esse tuttavia la ,, forma passiva sembra meno 
85 ar. Phys. 9,  a-.
86 ar. Phys. 9,  a- : Ƞ੝į੻į੽ĲȠ૨ȝİĲĮȕİȕȜȘțંĲȠȢ਩ıĲȚȞĲȚʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ੔ȝİĲĮȕ੼ȕȜȘțİȞ.
87 ar. Phys. 9,  a-.
88 duFour Commentaire cit. pp. -.
89 $nche $vicenna infatti al pari di $ristotele istituisce una stretta corrispondenza per Tuanto 
riguarda la divisibilitj all·infinito tra tutto ciz che q relativo al movimento compreso il mobile. 
&fr. av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .- dove parla in Tuesto senso di munāsabāt cioq ¶corrispondenze· tra 
mobili movimenti e intervalli di tempo.
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probabile perchp in Tuesto contesto non c·q alcun riferimento a un motore 
che muove l·oggetto  da Tuesto punto di vista la , e la 9 forma andrebbero 
meglio perchp pongono l·accento sull·azione stessa del mobile. /a scelta tra la 
, e la 9 forma invece non puz essere condotta sulla base del significato della 
forma verbale (entrambe significano ¶muoversi·). Si puz osservare perz che un 
numero nutrito di codici riporta il verbo con tāʾ iniziale (da intendere Tui come 
indicatrice di una 9 forma) mentre un solo testimone ha sicuramente il verbo 
con \āʾ. ,l peso di Tuesta osservazione q in parte mitigato dal fatto che ³ come 
si q detto ³ la maggioranza dei codici esaminati riporta il verbo senza punti e 
per Tuesto motivo non q possibile fare un bilancio sicuro di Tuale lezione sia pi 
freTuente. 5esta comunTue vero che la lezione con tāʾ iniziale q ben attestata e 
va Tuindi presa in seria considerazione.
,n margine a Tueste osservazioni occorre notare che la traduzione latina 
rende l·espressione in Tuestione con ¶primum motum· che puz significare ¶primo 
movimento·. ,n Tuesto caso la traduzione latina si accosterebbe al significato 
(A). Tuttavia ¶primum motum· non q incompatibile con l·interpretazione 
dell·espressione in riferimento al mobile (B). ,l termine ¶motum· infatti puz 
essere usato anche per rendere l·arabo كرــحتم 90.
3rima di decidere come intendere il verbo in Tuesta espressione esaminiamo 
la valutazione che $vicenna formula in merito al secondo senso di inizio del 
movimento.
 
... ,l secondo significato : la parte iniziale di un movimento
&ome gij detto in precedenza il passo appena discusso a livello testuale 
(T.) contiene anche l·analisi cui $vicenna sottopone il secondo candidato 
per l·inizio del movimento cioq la prima parte del movimento stesso. Tale 
significato q scartato  la ragione q che l·essere primo di tale movimento e di 
ciz che si muove con esso q « assunto accidentale e non reale »91. Se ripensiamo 
alla concezione avicenniana del continuo ne capiamo la ragione : le parti 
all·interno di una grandezza continua possono essere portate all·atto solo 
tramite un·operazione mentale di supposizione dei limiti che le dividono. 8na 
volta perz che la supposizione venga meno anche la divisione delle parti non 
esisterj pi. 3er Tuesto motivo anche se q possibile individuare all·interno del 
continuo una prima parte Tuesta vi esisterj come separata dalle altre parti solo 
90 &fr. per esempio av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .- : ...ةينامـسلجا تاريIتلا ريIتم لكو هتاذب كرحتم لك. 
/a resa della traduzione latina q la seguente : « omne motum essentialiter et omne Tuod mutatur 
mutationibus corporalibus per suam essentiam« ».
91 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. ..
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finchp q immaginata come tale. 1on ha senso allora parlare di una prima parte 
del movimento np di una prima parte del mobile.
,n Tuesta valutazione $vicenna si discosta in parte dall·approccio adottato 
dai commentatori tardo-antichi. 4uesti ultimi seguono pi da vicino il testo 
aristotelico : insistono sul fatto che di ciz che q continuo non q possibile 
individuare una prima parte per via della sua divisibilitj all·infinito. $vicenna 
invece insiste maggiormente sullo statuto che Tuesta prima parte avrebbe 
all·interno della grandezza continua : non sarebbe propriamente reale perchp 
frutto solo di un·attivitj mentale.
... ,l terzo significato : un minimum di movimento
$vicenna prende poi in esame il terzo modo in cui puz essere inteso l·inizio del 
movimento cioq come corrispondente a un minimum del movimento92. $vicenna 
non entra Tui nel merito della Tuestione se esista o meno la pi piccola parte del 
movimento ma considera se essa date le caratteristiche che le sono proprie per 
definizione puz svolgere adeguatamente il ruolo di prima parte del movimento. 
/a conclusione a cui giunge q che ciz non q possibile. /a ragione q che la prima 
parte di un movimento q prima di tutto una parte di un continuo. &ome si q 
visto nel paragrafo  la parte del continuo ha determinate proprietj : esiste per 
accidente nel momento in cui la supposizione ne definisce i limiti e col venire 
meno di Tuesta anch·essa viene meno come entitj distinta. ,noltre ogni parte di 
un continuo q essa stessa continua cioq a sua volta divisibile in continui.
Se si considera la prima proprietj Tuella che riguarda lo statuto delle parti 
all·interno del continuo si capisce perchp $vicenna non consideri il pi piccolo 
movimento come una parte all·interno di un movimento continuo. ,l pi piccolo 
movimento che esista infatti a differenza di una parte nel continuo q Tualcosa 
che puz esistere in sp e per sp la sua esistenza in atto non dipende da un·attivitj 
mentale di divisione. Essa ha un inizio e una fine in atto mentre le parti del 
continuo hanno limiti definiti soltanto per supposizione. ,noltre se il minimum 
del movimento fosse concepito come parte del continuo sarebbe allora la pi 
piccola parte possibile del continuo. ,n Tuesto modo ci sarebbe una parte del 
continuo che non q ulteriormente divisibile non soggetta Tuindi alla divisione 
che conserva la continuitj94. &iz sarebbe in contraddizione con Tuanto $vicenna 
ha sostenuto all·inizio del capitolo cioq che il movimento alla pari della distanza 
e del tempo q divisibile all·infinito. Siccome il minimum del movimento cosu 
92 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. . e ss.
 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
94 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .-.
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come q inteso non puz godere delle proprietj che caratterizzano le parti di un 
continuo non potrj essere la prima parte di un movimento.
8na volta chiarite le ragioni per cui $vicenna esclude anche il terzo significato come 
inizio del movimento possiamo considerare pi da vicino il passo in cui le espone :
T.3 av. 6amāʿ ,,,  p. .- :
لوأ يــه ةــكرح ةــكرلحا كــلت ةــ لمج يــ ف ناك وــ لف 
نــم ءgــج هــ نأ ىــنع2 تــناكو ،ءيــشلا اــهكرحي اــم 
نــكي مــ ل ،هــ نم رــIصأ  لــصتلما يــ ف ءgــج لا لــصتلما 
لا يذـلا ماـسقنلاا ةـكرلحا نـم ءgـلجا كـلذل ضرـعي 
هــيف اــ نماك يذــلا لاــصتلاا لــطبي
3ertanto se in Tuel movimento totale ci 
fosse un movimento che q اــهكرحي  اــم  لوأ 
ءيــشلا e >lo@ fosse nel senso di ¶parte del 
continuo’ — continuo nel Tuale non 
c·q parte pi piccola — non >potrebbe@ 
capitare a Tuella parte del movimento 
la divisione che non compromette la 
continuitj della Tuale abbiamo parlato.
,n Tuesto passo compare nuovamente l·espressione con اــم لوأ e il verbo di 
movimento col soggetto espresso e il pronome suffisso unito al verbo. ,l soggetto 
è ءيــشلا che analogamente alla traduzione latina proporrei di interpretare 
come il ¶mobile·95. ,l pronome suffisso اــه rimanda a ¶movimento· ةــكرح. Nella 
struttura Tuindi la presente espressione rispecchia Tuella trovata in T. e 
come in T. si riferisce alla prima parte del movimento. 3er Tuanto riguarda poi 
nello specifico il verbo troviamo nella tradizione manoscritta di Tuesto passo 
una situazione simile a Tuelle riscontrate in precedenza :
ءيشلا اهكرحď ام لوأ 2r Da $\a Top &ar 
%e %e\ $\a 1a 5a 
0al
ءيشلا اهكرحي ام لوأ 2r =ö\id Įl <ösƮn 0c*innis
ءيشلا اهكّرحي ام لوأ Da %a litografia Teheran
ءيشلا اهكرتح ام لوأ 3oc 1ur 0aM Su Du 
Or4
primus Tuare moveretur mobile Lat.
95 &fr. il passo T. dove il soggetto all·interno dell·espressione era كرحتلما. Nell’intendere ء يشلا 
come ¶mobile· mi allontano dall·interpretazione di 0c*innis che traduce : « So if in the totalit\ 
of that motion some motion were the first that something produces… » (mcGInnIS Physics cit. p.  ; 
corsivo mio)  sembra infatti intendere ء يــشلا come Tualcosa che genera il movimento.
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/a maggior parte dei testimoni reca il verbo senza punti sulla prima lettera. 
Si presentano pertanto le possibilitj di interpretazione del verbo gij prospettate 
per il passo T.. /·interpretazione del verbo inteso alla ,, forma attiva (a) è meno 
probabile per le ragioni che si sono dette nel paragrafo . Ë preferibile allora 
intendere il verbo in senso intransitivo (b) nel significato di ¶muoversi di un 
movimento·. /a traduzione latina stessa data la presenza di moveretur sembra 
intenderlo in Tuesto modo. ,l verbo puz essere allora letto come una , forma 
all·imperfetto (b.1) o come una 9 forma al perfetto (b.2). 
5. InterpretazIone delle eSpreSSIonI con awwal 0ā
2ra che si ha una visione d·insieme della discussione di $vicenna sulla 
Tuestione dell·inizio del movimento si possono considerare complessivamente 
le espressioni che si trovano nei passi T. T. e T.. Ë possibile ripartire le 
espressioni incontrate in due gruppi sulla base delle reciproche somiglianze :
*ruppo  *ruppo 
T.1 اـم لوأ وـه ءيـش ةـكرحلل نوـكي نأ لاـحمف 
كرـحتلما هـكرحي
T.2
لولأا كــلذ ىــنع2 ءيــشلل نوــكي اــف 
كرــحي اــم لوأ
T.
يـه ةـكرح ةـكرلحا كـلت ةـلمج يـف ناك وـلف 
ءيـشلا اـهكرحي اـم لوأ
اــم  لوأ هــل نوــكيف يــناثلا هــجولاب اــمأو 
كرــحي
/e espressioni del gruppo  sono simili perchp entrambe si riferiscono a una 
prima parte del movimento (come si evince dal contesto di T. e T.). ,n entrambi 
i casi il soggetto dell·espressione q il mobile : nel primo caso q esplicitamente 
كرــحتلما mentre nel secondo caso q menzionato come ءيــشلا. In unione al 
verbo compare poi un pronome suffisso (nel primo caso ه nel secondo اــه) che 
rimanda a ةكرح o a un termine a esso riferito. 3er Tuanto riguarda il verbo resta 
ancora aperta la scelta tra la , e la 9 forma. 1on si puz usare come discrimine 
il significato proprio della forma verbale perchp entrambe indicano l·azione di 
¶muoversi·. &iz che distingue l·una dall·altra q perz il valore temporale.
Se si considera la scelta da Tuesto punto di vista allora la 9 forma al perfetto 
(b.2) sembra preferibile. &ome gij sottolineato in Tuesto capitolo la nozione 
di movimento che $vicenna ha in mente q Tuella del movimento nel senso 
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di ¶percorrere una distanza·96. ,l movimento in Tuesto senso si realizza al 
passato97 perchp viene concepito a posteriori come una realtj continua che 
si estende dall·inizio del movimento fino alla fine. /a sua realizzazione avviene 
Tuando la distanza q gij stata percorsa  a Tuel punto q possibile ricostruire 
mentalmente tutte le posizioni che il mobile ha assunto nell·effettuare Tuel 
movimento e immaginarle formare una realtj continua. $ mio avviso Tuesto 
discorso puz essere proiettato nel contesto dei passi T. e T. dove $vicenna sta 
negando che possa esistere una prima parte del movimento. Tale prima parte q 
concepita come una realtj estesa con cui il mobile ha percorso la prima parte 
della distanza. 4uando si fa riferimento a Tuel primo movimento si sta Tuindi 
pensando al mobile che ha gij percorso una certa porzione del suo tragitto. 
/a prima parte del movimento sarebbe cosu concepita come un movimento 
(parziale) che ha terminato di percorrere la prima parte della distanza.
$ Tueste considerazioni a favore della 9 forma del verbo si aggiunge il fatto 
che essa q attestata da un buon numero di manoscritti antichi soprattutto per 
Tuanto riguarda il passo T.. /e espressioni nei passi T. e T. si potranno allora 
leggere come ءيــشلا اــهكّرتح اــم لوأ / كرــحتلما هــكّرتح اــم لوأ intese come ¶la prima 
>parte di movimento@ di cui si q mosso il mobile·.
,l caso delle espressioni del gruppo  q pi delicato. Si q detto che le 
interpretazioni che leggono anche in Tuesta espressione un riferimento alla 
prima parte del movimento (A) sono possibili ma l·assenza del pronome 
suffisso in unione col verbo le rende meno probabili. Si q Tuindi presa 
in considerazione l·ipotesi (B) secondo cui l·espressione كرــحي  اــم   لوأ 
indicherebbe la prima parte del mobile soggetta a movimento. 4uesto tipo 
di interpretazione puz essere supportata anche dal fatto che mentre nelle 
espressioni del gruppo  si fa riferimento a Tualcosa che q nel movimento 
(ةكرلحا يف /ةكرحلل) in Tuelle del gruppo  si parla di Tualcosa che appartiene 
al mobile (هــل  /ءيــشلل).
/a presenza di un riferimento alla prima parte del mobile in un contesto di 
Tuesto tipo trova un parallelo ³ come si q visto ³ nel testo di $ristotele stesso 
(Fisica 9, ). Ë interessante a Tuesto punto vedere come i passi pi significativi 
a Tuesto proposito furono tradotti in arabo. 4uesto q il passo con cui $ristotele 
inaugura la sua trattazione dell·inizio del movimento :
96 Si tratta del ¶movimento · secondo la denominazione fornita da haSnawI La définition du 
mouvement cit. pp.  e ss.  cfr. a Tuesto proposito la nota  supra.
97 haSnawI La dpfinition du mouvement cit. p.  : « Son mode d·existence est celui des choses 
au passp ». &fr. per esempio av. 6amāʿ ,9  p. .- (لــصتح لا اــ هنإف  عــطقلا  ىــ نع2 يــ تلا ةــ كرلحا اــ مأو 
 ضاـم ناـمز ىـف لاإ اـعطق و ةـكرح).
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ar. Phys. 9,  a- (p. .- %adawƮ) : 
لاو  ،ٌادــبم  رــيIتلل  نوــكي  ســيل  هــنَأ  كــلذو 
.ءيــشلل  رــيIت  هــيف  اــم  لوَأ  ناــمgلا  نــم  نوــكي
Ƞ੝ Ȗ੹ȡ ਩ıĲȚȞ ਕȡȤ੽ ȝİĲĮȕȠȜોȢ Ƞ੝į¶ ਥȞ મ
ʌȡઆĲ૳ ĲȠ૨ ȤȡંȞȠȣ ȝİĲ੼ȕĮȜȜİȞ (« Non 
esiste infatti un inizio di un cambiamento 
np per Tuanto riguarda il tempo ciz in 
cui in primo luogo >Tualcosa@ cambiava »).
Aristotele afferma due cose : da un lato che l·inizio del cambiamento non 
esiste dall·altro che neppure l·inizio temporale di Tuel cambiamento esiste. 
Dimostra subito dopo che un primo tempo del cambiamento non esiste. Tuttavia 
Tuando q il momento di dimostrare che neppure l·inizio stesso del cambiamento 
esiste in modo inaspettato $ristotele fornisce una prova della non-esistenza di 
una prima parte dell·oggetto che cambia :
ar. Phys. 9,  a- (pp. . - . %adawƮ) : 
اـم ٌءيـش نوـكي رـيIت دـق يذـلا ِءيـشلا نـم لاو 
رـّيIتلما نـم نوـكي لاَأ نذِإ ]…[ .رـيIت اـم لوَأ وـه 
.رـيIت اـم لوَأ وـه íاـصَأ ٌءيـش
Ƞ੝į੻ į੽ ĲȠ૨ ȝİĲĮȕİȕȜȘțંĲȠȢ ਩ıĲȚȞ ĲȚ 
ʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ ੔ ȝİĲĮȕ੼ȕȜȘțİȞ >«@ ੮ıĲ¶ Ƞ੝ș੻Ȟ 
਩ıĲĮȚ ʌȡ૵ĲȠȞ ĲȠ૨ ȝİĲĮȕ੺ȜȜȠȞĲȠȢ ੔
ȝİĲĮȕ੼ȕȜȘțİȞ (« np dunTue di ciz che q 
cambiato esiste un Tualcosa di primo che 
q cambiato. >«@ DunTue di ciz che cambia 
non esisterj nulla che sia cambiato per 
primo »).
,n Tuesto passo il traduttore arabo per esprimere Tuesto concetto si serve di 
un·espressione simile a Tuella che troviamo nel passo T. di $vicenna : si tratta 
sempre di اــم  لوأ seguito da un verbo di cambiamento/movimento. ,n Tuesto 
caso non ci sono dubbi sul fatto che il verbo رــيIت debba essere letto come una 9 
forma al perfetto dal momento che traduce il verbo greco ȝİĲĮȕ੼ȕȜȘțİȞ.
1on sappiamo in Tuale traduzione araba $vicenna leggesse la Fisica di 
$ristotele e non si puz Tuindi affermare con certezza che egli avesse in mente 
il passo aristotelico secondo Tuesta precisa formulazione. Tuttavia il passo della 
traduzione araba sopra citato costituisce in un contesto pertinente un parallelo 
per l·uso dell·espressione اــم  لوأ con un verbo alla 9 forma nel significato di 
prima parte del mobile.
,n Tuesto contesto possono valere inoltre le medesime riflessioni espresse 
in precedenza a favore della scelta del tempo verbale al perfetto. 4ueste 
considerazioni unite al parallelo aristotelico mostrano che leggere il verbo in 9 
forma (B.3) anche in T. cosu come q riportato del resto da un buon numero di 
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codici antichi q un·interpretazione difendibile sia dal punto di vista dottrinale 
sia dal punto di vista testuale. /·espressione sarebbe dunTue كّرــتح  اــم   لوأ ¶la 
prima >parte del mobile@ che si q mossa·.
6. concluSIonI
/·analisi delle espressioni che compaiono nei passi T. T. e T. grazie 
all·esame dei pi antichi codici arabi e della traduzione latina ha consentito di 
chiarire alcuni aspetti della concezione di $vicenna sull·inizio di un movimento. 
Si q visto in particolare come $vicenna si serva di Tueste espressioni nei passi in 
cui rifiuta la possibilitj che l·inizio del movimento sia inteso come prima parte. 
,l movimento infatti q continuo e infinitamente divisibile. 3ertanto alla pari 
delle grandezze fisiche che gli corrispondono (distanza tempo mobile) non puz 
avere una parte che sia veramente prima. ,n Tueste valutazioni $vicenna segue 
da vicino la presentazione della Tuestione che $ristotele fornisce in Phys. 9, . 
Da Tuest·ultimo perz si discosta nel fatto che non nega l·esistenza dell·inizio 
del movimento in senso assoluto. 1ega solo l·esistenza di un inizio esteso del 
movimento non del suo limite iniziale indivisibile. Da Tuesto punto di vista 
$vicenna si inserisce nel filone di interpretazione dei commentatori tardo-
antichi che avevano affrontato in modo analogo il problema ³ sollevato dal 
testo aristotelico ³ di un movimento che finisce ma non inizia. ,l movimento 
ha dunTue un inizio puntuale ma esso non sarj un movimento. 4uesta q una 
precisazione importante che consente per esempio di evitare il problema 
presentato in apertura dell·articolo : nel caso del passaggio da uno stato di Tuiete 
a uno di moto il rischio q che il mobile nell·istante che discrimina i due stati sia 
considerato contemporaneamente in moto e in Tuiete. Se perz l·inizio puntuale 
del movimento non q movimento il problema non si pone.
$vicenna si differenzia poi sia dal resoconto aristotelico sia dall·approccio 
dei commentatori nel momento in cui affrontando Tueste tematiche non 
insiste soltanto sulla divisibilitj all·infinito di ciz che q continuo ma anche sullo 
statuto delle parti all·interno del continuo stesso. 4ueste ultime infatti non 
sono propriamente reali esistono solo per un atto di supposizione. Ë Tuesto il 
motivo principale per cui una prima parte o un minimum secondo $vicenna non 
potranno svolgere il ruolo di inizio all·interno di un movimento continuo. 
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/p. 203/ Sulle corrispondenze tra le distanze i movimenti e gli intervalli di tempo 
relativamente a Tuesta disposizione99 ed q chiaro che nessuno di Tuesti ha una prima 
parte
>§1 - Il movimento q divisibile secondo la divisione della distanza@ 
/5/ Diciamo ora che se la distanza q divisibile all·infinito in potenza allo stesso modo 
bisogna che il movimento nel significato di percorrere >una distanza@ sia divisibile 
all·infinito in potenza insieme con essa. Se un movimento non fosse divisibile in parti la 
sua distanza sarebbe o non divisibile (e Tuesto q impossibile) o divisibile in parti. Se >la 
distanza@ fosse divisibile in parti sarebbe dal suo principio fino al luogo della divisione 
minore che dal suo principio fino alla sua fine  ma non c·q ¶minore· in ciz che non q 
divisibile in parti e con ciz Tuel movimento100 sarebbe una parte del movimento che 
percorre la distanza completa. 
>§2 - Il movimento q divisibile secondo la divisione della distanza e del tempo@
E se il movimento q divisibile >anche@ il tempo parallelo ad esso sarj divisibile anzi 
piuttosto q il movimento a essere divisibile a causa della divisione della distanza o del 
tempo. Esistono un movimento veloce e uno lento e a partire da Tuesti /10/ chiariremo 
che ognuno di Tuelli101 q divisibile  q necessario infatti che il >movimento@ lento 
percorra una >distanza@ minore della distanza che un movimento veloce percorre in un 
certo tempo pertanto la distanza risulta divisibile. ,l movimento veloce percorre Tuello 
>spazio@ minore in un tempo minore pertanto >anche@ il tempo risulta divisibile. >«@
> - Il movimento non Ka una prima parte@
/p. 204.5/ 3oichp ogni movimento e ogni cambiamento sono in un tempo che q 
divisibile all·infinito q impossibile che il movimento abbia Tualcosa che sia la prima 
>parte di movimento@ di cui si q mosso il mobile102. 4uesto perchp se ci fosse un 
movimento che q un primo movimento esso senza dubbio sarebbe in una distanza e 
Tuella distanza q divisibile in potenza. Se >la distanza@ q divisibile una delle sue due 
parti q anteriore e l·altra posteriore  pertanto il movimento nella prima parte >delle 
due@ sarebbe un primo movimento ma era gij stato considerato Tuesto come primo 
movimento e Tuesta q una contraddizione.
98 3er la traduzione dei passi seguo il testo dell·edizione Ibn Sīnā al-əifāʾ al-ɥabīʿi\\āt 1. al-
6amāʿ al-ɡabīʿī ed. S. zāy,d &airo  tranne dove indicato diversamente.
99 ,. e. l·infinita divisibilitj.
100 ,. e. il movimento corrispondente alla parte della distanza complessiva.
101 ,. e. la distanza il tempo e il movimento.
102 3er l·interpretazione di Tuesta espressione cfr. supra paragrafo .
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> - I tre candidati a ricoprire il ruolo di inizio del movimento@ 
0a l·inizio nel movimento e nel cambiamento >si puz@ intendere soltanto secondo 
uno di tre modi : >()@ /10/ uno di Tuesti q l·inizio nel senso del limite cioq Tuello che q 
analogo a ciz che q l·inizio della distanza e il suo limite e a ciz che q l·inizio del tempo 
corrispondente a Tuel movimento e il suo limite  ebbene Tuesto q un inizio. >()@ ¶,nizio· 
>q inteso anche@ in un secondo modo104 cioq Tuando capita al movimento una divisione 
in atto o per supposizione la parte anteriore q la prima delle parti del movimento in 
atto. >()@ Si potrebbe >poi@ pensare che il movimento abbia un inizio in un altro modo 
cioq alcuni di loro dissero che Tuesti corpi anche se sono divisibili all·infinito in potenza 
non sono divisibili >continuando@ a conservare le loro forme e le loro caratteristiche 
diverse da Tuella della Tuantitj  il corpo infatti arriva a un limite /15/ oltre il Tuale se 
fosse diviso non q vero che continuerebbe a essere acTua o aria o fuoco. Dissero >oltre 
a Tuesti@ : o mobile o distanza. Se la distanza in Tuanto distanza ha un limite — secondo 
loro — che essa non oltrepassa in piccolezza >anche@ il movimento avrj un limite che 
esiste come il pi piccolo dei movimenti. 1on esiste pertanto un movimento singolo 
pi piccolo di esso anche se q possibile immaginare ciz che q pi piccolo di esso cioq 
la sua metj o una sua parte dal momento che Tuello q divisibile in sp in potenza ma 
Tuell·essere divisibile in parti non viene fuori all·atto affatto nel senso delle singole parti 
e della separazione (ma parleremo di Tuesto dopo). 3ertanto se le cose stanno cosu il 
mobile ha nel suo movimento un primo movimento e Tuello q in potenza ed q ciz che q 
eTuivalente al movimento che q il pi piccolo /p. 205/ dei movimenti.
> - 9alutazione dei tre sensi di inizio del movimento@
/·inizio del movimento col significato di ¶limite· >()@ non q un movimento la cosa 
Tuindi non ha col significato di Tuesto inizio una prima >parte@ che si q mossa105. 3er 
Tuanto riguarda il secondo modo >()@ invece la cosa ha la prima >parte@ che si q mossa106 
ma l·essere primo di Tuest·ultima q assunto accidentale e non reale. 3er Tuanto riguarda 
il terzo modo >()@ anche se fosse vero che il movimento ha Tualcosa che q il pi piccolo 
movimento che possa esistere sarebbe vero soltanto in Tuanto q un movimento in sp 
distinto con un principio e una fine in atto non in Tuanto q l·inizio del movimento totale 
di cui Tuell·inizio sarebbe una porzione /5/ dopo la Tuale il >movimento@ totale continua. 
,nfatti Tuesta ripartizione su cui >verte@ il nostro discorso >ha luogo@ per supposizione 
mentre Tuell·unitj non divisibile appartenente al movimento non q secondo la 
supposizione ma secondo l·esistenza. >«@ /p. 206.3/ 3er Tuanto riguarda >l·ipotesi 
che esista@ nel continuo non esiste una prima parte con Tuesta proprietj perchp non 
esiste in esso un movimento distinto staccato in sp ma le parti di Tuel movimento sono 
continue le une con le altre. 3ertanto se in Tuel movimento totale ci fosse un movimento 
 /eggendo Tui come segno di interpunzione una virgola come stampa ālyā6īn al-6amāʿ cit. 
p. ..
104 /eggendo ىنع2 come stampa ālyā6īn al-6amāʿ cit. p. ..
105 3er l·interpretazione di Tuesta espressione cfr. supra paragrafo .
106 3er l·interpretazione di Tuesta espressione cfr. supra paragrafo .
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che q la prima >parte di movimento@ di cui si q mossa la cosa107 e >lo@ fosse nel senso /5/ 
di ¶parte del continuo· — continuo nel Tuale non c·q parte pi piccola — non >potrebbe@ 
capitare a Tuella parte del movimento la divisione che non compromette la continuitj 
della Tuale abbiamo parlato dato che abbiamo postulato che la divisione dell·intero 
movimento in Tuesta prima >parte@ q una divisione che non compromette la continuitj. 
Se Tuesta parte del movimento non fosse suscettibile di Tuesta specie di divisione non 
ci sarebbe nell·inizio del movimento alcuna estensibilitj e dunTue non sarebbe affatto 
lungo una distanza Tuindi non sarebbe un movimento. E se il movimento q divisibile 
secondo la divisione che conserva la continuitj all·infinito tutto ciz che hai considerato 
primo secondo il significato di ¶parte· non secondo il significato di ¶limite· ha un altro 
inizio in potenza. 
107 3er l·interpretazione di Tuesta espressione cfr. supra paragrafo .
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The Beginning of a Motion in the Physics of the Continuum : Avicenna reads Aristotle (%ooN 
of the +ealing, 3h\sics III 
,n %ooN 9, of Physics $ristotle states that ever\ motion has an end but not a 
beginning. The problem of how to consider the beginning of a motion emerges when 
motion inasmuch as it is a continuum is considered infinitel\ divisible. $vicenna deals 
with this problem in %ooN ,,, &hapter  of the Physics in 7Ke %ooN of tKe HealinJ. The aim 
of the present article is to clarif\ the most significant passages of this chapter from 
a doctrinal as well as a textual point of view. :e will show how $vicenna addresses 
the problem b\ adopting the strateg\ of a terminological disambiguation of what 
is meant b\ ¶beginning·. ,n this sense his account is inserted in the tradition of late-
antiTue commentaries on $ristotle but with some interesting differences. To achieve 
our aim we have examined the most ancient witnesses of the manuscript tradition of 
$vicenna·s Physics man\ of which are not considered in the previous editions as well as 
the 0edieval /atin translation which maNes it possible to trace bacN to an ancient phase 
of the transmission of the text. 
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CRISTINA CERAMI
The De Caelo et Mundo of Avicenna’s Kitāb al-Šifāʾ :
An Overview of its Structure, its Goal and its Polemical Background*
IntroductIon
,f one can affirm without hesitation that cosmolog\ is one of the most 
studied areas of $vicenna·s philosoph\ the part of the əifāʾ corresponding to 
the De Caelo or following the $rabic tradition the De Caelo et Mundo (al-6amāʾ 
wa-l-ʿālam) remains to this da\ one of the least explored. $ctuall\ with a few 
exceptions1 the great maMorit\ of studies dealing with $vicenna·s cosmological 
doctrines focuses on what one might call the ¶celestial ps\cholog\· and relies 
primaril\ on the Metaphysics and on the De Anima of the əifāʾ rather than on the 
De Caelo et Mundo (hereafter DCM)2. )urthermore the ver\ few articles delving 
into this part of the əifāʾ taNe into account the chapters more strictl\ devoted to 
the stud\ of the celestial world rather than the treatise as a whole. $s we will 
see however this part of the treatise in itself is not representative of the entire 
proMect conve\ed b\ this section of $vicenna·s philosophical summa. 
* ,n writing this article , benefited from $hmad +asnaoui·s new insights on the De Caelo et Mundo 
of the əifāʾ. , warml\ thanN him for having shared the unpublished results of his research with me. , 
also wish to thanN 0arwan 5ashed for his advices and remarN on a first version of this article and the 
two anon\mous readers for their comments and suggestions. , am finall\ pleased to thanN 0ichael 
&hase for his remarNs on the st\le and the content of the article.
1 $. Goddu Avicenna, Avempace and Averroes – Arabic sources of ‘mutual attraction’ and their 
inÁuences on medieval and modern concept of attraction and Jravitation in A. ZImmermAnn I . crämer-
rüGenberG eds. Orientalische Kultur und europäisches Mittelalter 0isecellanea 0edievalia   
pp. -  0. rAshed The Problem of the Composition of the Heavens (529-1610)  A 1eZ FraJment of 
Philoponus and its Readers in 3. AdAmson +. bAltussen, 3. stone eds. 3KilosopK\ 6cience and ([eJesis 
in Greek, Arabic and Latin Commentaries %ulletin of the ,nstitute of &lassical Studies suppl. vol.  
 p. - (for a new )rench version see Id. Le problème de la composition du ciel (529-1610) : Un 
nouveau fraJment de 3Kilopon et ses lecteurs in Id. L’KpritaJe aristotplicien 7e[tes inpdits de l’AntiTuitp 
1ouvelle edition revue et augmentpe /es %elles /ettres 3aris  pp. -). 
2 )or two recent examples of this general trend see D. JAnos 0ovinJ tKe orbs : Astronomy, 
pK\sics and metapK\sics and tKe problem of celestial motion accordinJ to Ibn 6īnā « $rabic Sciences 
and 3hilosoph\ » /  pp. -  D. twetten Aristotelian &osmoloJ\ and &ausalit\ in &lassical 
Arabic Philosophy in D. JAnos ed. Ideas in 0otion in %aJKdad and %e\ond  3KilosopKical and 7KeoloJical 
([cKanJes betZeen &Kristians and 0uslims in tKe 7Kird1intK and FourtK7entK &enturies %rill /eiden 
- %oston  pp. -.
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$s in the rest of the əifāʾ the DCM is neither a commentar\ on nor a 
paraphrase of $ristotle·s De Caelo (hereafter DC). $lthough $ristotle remains one 
of $vicenna·s primar\ interlocutors the Stagirite·s text is deepl\ transformed 
in its doctrine as well as in its structure. The aim of the present stud\ is to 
provide an overview of this transformation b\ framing the text within a broader 
philosophical and historical context. $lthough the debate concerning $vicenna·s 
direct sources is still open this contextualization will shed light on his general 
proMect. )or , would liNe to suggest that the wa\ in which $vicenna arranges 
his own DCM can be understood as an answer to the difficulties concerning the 
structure and the content of the $ristotelian treatise raised b\ his *reeN and 
$rabic readers. 
,n what follows , will first assess $vicenna·s proMect b\ reading it against the 
bacNground of the earlier *reeN and $rabic tradition. $gainst this bacNground 
, will sNetch the overall plan of the treatise and compare it with $ristotle·s text. 
Then b\ a closer stud\ of the first chapters of the original DCM , will argue that 
this worN without being a standard treatise of cosmolog\ continues the proMect 
of the Physics of the əifāʾ (i.e. al-6amāʿ al-ɥabīʿī) and must be seen as a stud\ of the 
five simple bodies that constitute the universe as a whole4. ,n this same context 
, will conclude that in the waNe of al-)öröbƮ·s reMection of 3hiloponus· criticisms 
against $ristotle $vicenna·s investigation aims ultimatel\ at rebuNing a neo-
3hiloponan trend among his $rabic contemporaries.
$fterwards in a first appendix , will examine in more detail the treatise 
wrongl\ transmitted as $vicenna·s own DCM as part of the earliest /atin 
translation of his .itāb al-Šifāʾ. This comparison will allow us to better appreciate 
the originalit\ of $vicenna·s treatise. )inall\ in a second appendix , will taNe 
into account the /atin translation of the authentic DCM and highlight some 
of its peculiarities. $ surve\ of the chapters devoted to the sublunar\ simple 
bodies will enable us to confirm some of the h\potheses alread\ put forward b\ 
specialists and to draw some tentative conclusions which will need confirmation 
b\ a further stud\ of the $rabic manuscript tradition.
 8nless otherwise specified , rel\ on the text edited in Ibn-sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-ɥabīʿi\\āt al-
6amāʾ wa-l-ʿālam al-.aZn Za-l-fasād al-Afʿāl Za-l-infiʿālāt ed. m. Qā6,0 Dör al-Nitöb al-ʿarabƮ 
li-l-ɡiböʿa wa-l-naɐr &airo . $ll translations provided in the following pages are mine.
4 , hasten to sa\ that in defending this h\pothesis , do not want to advocate that the 
stud\ of the sublunar\ world in the DCM does not concern the heavens and the superlunar\ 
world. , merel\ want to suggest that one cannot properl\ appreciate $vicenna·s cosmolog\ 
without considering it as a part of a larger and uniform stud\ of the natural bod\. ,n this 
sense the Tuestion pertaining the impact of the stud\ of the sublunar\ world on $vicenna·s 
celestial Ninematics and on his metaph\sics exceeds the limits of the present research. 
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I. between ArIstotle And AvIcennA : the hIstorIcAl And phIlosophIcAl bAckGround of the De 
Caelo et MunDo of the Šifāʾ
,. An overview of the Arabic reception of Aristotle’s De Caelo and of its commentaries
)rom the beginning of the $bbasid empire and throughout the centuries 
$ristotle·s DC and the issues it tacNles were the obMect of a wide-ranging debate 
that went be\ond both the 0uslim and &hristian circles of falāsifa5. ,n fact 
$ristotle·s treatise and its commentaries are among the first *reeN scientific 
and philosophical worNs to have been translated into $rabic. 
&oncerning $ristotle·s texts in the .itāb al-FiKrist ,bn al-1adƮm informs us 
about the translations carried out down to the th centur\6. +e reports that 
the DC was translated once at the turn of the th centur\ then revised during 
the th centur\ and again partiall\ translated during the th centur\7. $ more 
complicated state of affairs is attested b\ the manuscript tradition which bears 
witness to a third translation probabl\ realized during the th centur\8. 
:ith regard to the circulation of the *reeN commentaries and more generall\ 
5 )or a stud\ of the DC·s $rabic tradition see *. endress Die arabischen hbersetzungen von 
Aristoteles’ Schrift De &aelo Diss. )ranNfurt am 0ain  ; Id. 'ie arabiscKen hbersetzunJen von 
Aristoteles’ Schrift De &aelo in 3. /. schoonheIm ed. 6\mposium *raeco-Arabicum I 7Ke transmission 
of *reeN te[ts in 0edieval Islam and tKe :est 1. %rocNme\er %ochum  pp. - ; Id. Averroes’ De 
Caelo Ibn 5usKd’s &osmoloJ\ in Kis &ommentaries on Aristotle’s 2n the +eavens « $rabic Sciences and 
3hilosoph\ »   pp. - : pp. -  see also the overview provided b\ +. huGonnArd-roche 
Aristote 'e 6taJire : De Caelo 7radition 6\riaTue et Arabe in r. Goulet ed. Dictionnaire des philosophes 
antiTues. Supplpment , &15S editions 3aris  pp. -.
6 Al-nadī0 .itāb al-FiKrist mit $nmerNungen herausgegeben von G. flúGel nach dessen Tode 
besorgt von J. roedIGer und A. múller  vols. 9ogel /eipzig ²  pp. -. English transl. in 
Al-nadī0 7Ke FiKrist of al-1adīm A 7entK-&entur\ 6urve\ of 0uslim &ulture Translated b\ b. dodGe  
vols. &olumbia 8niversit\ 3ress 1ew <orN - /ondon  p. .
7 &oncerning $ristotle·s text ,bn al-1adƮm assures that it was translated for the first time b\ 
<aƤ\ö ,bn al-%iɡrƮT (d.  ca.) that this translation was revised b\ Ʃuna\n ibn ,sƤöT (d. ) and that 
$bɫ %iɐr 0attö ibn <ɫnus (d. ) also translated a part of the first booN. These items of information 
are confirmed b\ al-4ifɡƮ except for the revision b\ Ʃuna\n ibn ,sƤöT which is not mentioned (Al-
Q,)ɥī, Taʾrīḫ al-ƤuNamāʾ ed. J. lIppert Dieterich·sche 9erlagsbuchhandlung /eipzig  pp. -).
8 Three anon\mous translations are preserved. Two of them are complete one of which is the 
revision of the other (at least for a part of it i.e. , -) and a third one covers a part of the first booN (i.e. DC 
, -,, ). $ccording to *. Endress the first translation is the one realized b\ ,bn al-%iɡrƮT. $verroes who 
uses it in his LonJ &ommentar\ refers to it as « one of the translations of al-.indƮ ». This same translation 
was also translated into /atin b\ *erard of &remona (edited b\ ,. 2pelt in 3. hossfeld ed. Alberti 0aJni 
Opera Omnia t. 9 pars.  De Caelo et Mundo $schendorf 0nster ). There are still doubts on the 
authorship of the preserved revised version which could be attributed either to Ʃuna\n ibn ,sƤöT or to 
$bɫ %iɐr 0attö. &oncerning the third partial one there are some arguments in favor of its attribution to 
$bɫ al-)araƏ ibn al-ɥa\\ib. )irst of all it is transmitted in a uniTue manuscript (%1) or. ) together 
with a commentar\ b\ the same ,bn al-ɥa\\ib. )urthermore on three occasions $verroes in his LonJ 
Commentary Tuotes another translation which he attributes to $bɫ al-)araƏ. )inall\ ,bn al-ɜalöƤ (see 
n. ) Tuotes a translation that he attributes to him. ,t must also be added that ,bn al-ɜalöƤ has at his 
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concerning the $rabic tradition of the DC the biographical sources and the 
authors directl\ engaged in the debate give us evidence of intense cultural and 
philosophical activit\. 2n this point ,bn al-1adƮm provides us with some rather 
ambiguous testimonies. +e reports that a partial translation of $lexander·s 
commentar\ on booN , was carried out b\ $bɫ %iɐr 0attö and that the whole 
of Themistius· commentar\ was either translated or revised b\ $bɫ =aNari\\ö 
<aƤ\ö ibn ʿ$dƮ (d. ). &oncerning Themistius· paraphrase the mathematician 
$bɫ al-)utɫƤ AƤmad ibn 0uƤammad ibn al-SarƮ ibn al-ɜalöƤ9 (d. ) provides 
a different account10. +e claims that Ʃuna\n ibn ,sƤöT translated it from the 
*reeN into S\riac and $bɫ %iɐr 0attö from the S\riac into $rabic while <aƤ\ö 
ibn ʿ$dƮ revised 0attö·s translation11. 
,bn al-ɜalöƤ·s testimon\ is also important because it contains information 
about what material was still accessible on the DC in th centur\ %aghdad. ,n 
his Tuestion on the number of regular figures that can fill a space (related to 
$ristotle·s statement in DC ,,, b-12 he reports that he had access to a 
paraphrase of the DC b\ 1icholaus of Damascus while he had partial Nnowledge of 
$lexander·s commentar\. +e also tells us that he perused Themistius· paraphrase 
and a number of other worNs b\ $rabic authors notabl\ the paraphrases b\ al-
)öröbƮ and b\ $bɫ Sahl ʿƺsö ibn <aƤ\ö al-0asƮƤƮ (d. ) the correspondence 
between ʿƺsö ibn ,sƤöT ,bn =urʿa (d. ) and <aƤ\ö ibn ʿ$dƮ as well as the 
commentar\ b\ $bɫ al-)araƏ ibn al-ɥa\\ib (d. ).
$fter mentioning Themistius· commentar\ ,bn al-1adƮm also relates 
that there was something on ¶this worN· (fīKi) b\ Ʃuna\n ibn ,sƤöT namel\ a 
collection of sixteen Tuestions and that $bɫ =a\d al-%al˛Ʈ (d. ca ) explained 
the beginning of ¶this worN· (fīKi) for $bɫ Ɯaʿfar al-҅özin. )rom a grammatical 
disposal a fourth translation that he attributes to ʿƺsö ibn ,sƤöT ,bn =urʿa (d. ).
9 +. suter 'ie 0atKematiNer und Astronomen der Araber and iKre :erNe Teubner /eipzig  p. 
 n.   1. rescher 7Ke 'evelopment of Arabic LoJic 8niversit\ of 3ittsburgh 3ress 3ittsburgh 
 pp. -.
10 0. türker ed. Ibn’ɓ-ɜalāƤ’ in De Coelo ve onun ߸erhleri hakkindaki tenkitleri « Araߞtirma »  
 pp. - ; eAd. Les critiTues d’ Ibn al-ɜalāƤ sur le De Caelo d’Aristote et sur ses commentaires in La 
Filosofia della natura nel medioevo. $tti del  &ongresso internazionale di filosofia medioevale 3asso 
della 0endola Trento  agosto- settembre  9ita e 3ensiero 0ilano  pp. -.
11 2n Themistius· paraphrase see 0. ZontA Hebraica Veritas : Temistio 3arafrasi del De coelo. 
Tradizione e critica del testo « $ethenaeum »   pp. -  cf. E. codA 5econstructinJ 
tKe 7e[t of 7Kemistius’ 3arapKrase of tKe 'e &aelo 7Ke HebreZ and Latin versions on tKe tKree meaninJs 
of the term ‘Heaven’ « Studia *raeco-$rabica »   pp. - ; eAd. Alexander of Aphrodisias in 
Themistius’ Paraphrase of the De &aelo « Studia *raeco-$rabica »   pp. -.
12 See n. .
 The existence of a commentar\ b\ al-)öröbƮ is also confirmed b\ al-4ifɡƮ (Al-Q,)ɥī, Taʾrīḫ 
al-ƤuNamāʾ p. ) and ,bn abƮ 8ɓa\biʿa (Ibn a%ī uɜay%,ʿA ʿ8\ūn al-anbāʾ fī ɡabaTāt al-aɡibbāʾ ed. $. 
müller  vols. /eipzig - repr. )ranNfurt am 0ain  p. ).
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point of view, it is not clear whether ‘this work’ in the last two quotations 
means Themistius’ paraphrase or Aristotle’s text. Assuming that at least the 
first reference is to Themistius· paraphrase 0. $lonso $lonso14 suggested 
that this compilation b\ Ʃuna\n is to be identified with a treatise in sixteen 
questions translated from the Arabic into Latin and from the Latin into Hebrew, 
and wrongly transmitted as Avicenna’s own DCM as part of the earliest Latin 
translation of his .itāb al-əifāʾ15. 
Even if we still do not know the extent of Avicenna’s direct access to his 
antecedents’ writings, the DCM of the əifāʾ must be placed in this historical 
framework and, as we are going to see, in the context of an on-going debate with 
Avicenna’s contemporaries. Still, in order to appreciate his overall project and 
to highlight the treatise’s own stakes, one must take a closer look at the Greek 
debate pertaining to the goal and the epistemological rank of Aristotle’s DC. This 
debate, in fact, constitutes the broader background of the treatise, insofar as the 
arrangement $vicenna adopted can be seen as a wa\ to answer the difficulties 
raised by his Greek predecessors. 
I.2 7Ke Joal and tKe structure of Aristotle’s De Caelo accordinJ to tKe *reeN commentar\ 
tradition 
There are two connected difficulties concerning the epistemological status of 
the DC that were discussed from the very beginning of the Aristotelian commentary 
tradition : the first concerns the subMect-matter of the treatise and hence its goal 
(ıțȠȩȢ) and its unity16 ; the second one concerns its rank (ĲȐȟȚȢ) in the series of 
$ristotle·s natural treatises. $s is well Nnown the discussion of these difficulties 
was an integral part of the hermeneutic study that must precede the interpretation 
of a treatise according to the usual rules of the Greek commentary tradition17. 
14 0. Alonso Alonso, Huna\n traducido al Latin pour Ibn 'aZūd \ 'ominJo *undisalvo, « Al-Andalus », 
16, 1951, pp. 37-47.
15 , will examine more closel\ $lonso·s argument in a final appendix where , will also point 
out the discrepancies between this treatise and Aristotle’s DC.
16 The question concerning the goal (ıțȠȩȢ) of the treatise is definitel\ the most crucial one. 
For the ıțȠȩȢ is, to use P. Hoffmann’s terminology, the focus of unit\ (« le foyer d’unité ») of a 
treatise (P. HoffmAnn, Le ıțȠȩȢ du traitp aristotplicien Du Ciel selon 6implicius ([pJqse dialectiTue 
tKpoloJie, « Studia Graeco-Arabica », 5, 2015, pp. 27-51 : p. 29).
17 On the preliminary questions to be discussed according to the Late-Antiquity commentary 
tradition, see L. G. Westerink, 7Ke Ale[andrian &ommentators and tKe Introductions to tKeir &ommentaries, in 
R. sorAbji ed., Aristotle transformed. 7Ke Ancient &ommentators and tKeir InÁuence, Duckworth, London 1990, 
pp. 325-348 ; J. mAnsfeld, 3roleJomena  4uestions to be settled before tKe 6tud\ of an AutKor or a 7e[t, Brill, 
Leiden - New York - Köln 1994 ; P. HoffmAnn, La fonction des proloJues e[pJptiTues dans la penspe ppdaJoJiTue 
npoplatonicienne, in J. dubois, B. roussel eds., (ntrer en matiqre Les proloJues, Édition du Cerf, Paris 1998, pp. 
209-245  0. rAsHed, Ale[andre d’ApKrodise lecteur du 3rotreptiTue, in J. HAmesse ed., Les proloJues mpdipvau[. 
Actes du colloque international Roma, 26-28 mars 1998, Brepols, Turnhout 2000, pp. 1–37.
cristina cerami278
In the case of the DC, unlike other works of Aristotle, the two questions were 
the subject of fervent debate18. First, the treatise seems to have more than one 
subject-matter and more than one goal : an inquiry on the sky and the stars, 
a stud\ of the Earth an investigation of the unitar\ and finite nature of the 
world, and a long examination of the generation of sublunary elements followed 
by a monograph on heavy and light ; hence it seems to lack a real principle of 
unity. Second, part of its inquiry (i.e. the study of the elements) seems to overlap 
with the investigation of the second book of the De Generatione et Corruptione 
(hereafter GC), which is devoted to the generation and corruption of the four 
sublunar\ bodies and to related phenomena. ,n this sense the difficult\ consists 
in understanding the peculiar role of the second half of the DC with regard to 
what follows in the order of Aristotle’s natural corpus.
In the Greek commentary tradition, the most disputed question was by far 
the first one. ,n the prologue of his commentar\ on the DC, Simplicius reports 
the status of the debate prompted by his predecessors19. The debate revolved 
both around the unity of the DC and the pertinence of its title, for since the title 
mirrors the content of the treatise one has to explain how the title İȡ੿ Ƞ੝ȡĮȞȠ૨ 
can fit a treatise pertaining to such a variet\ of topics that exceeded the study 
of the celestial world20. 
To solve this difficult\ $lexander of $phrodisias according to Simplicius 
maintained that the term Ƞ੝ȡĮȞȩȢ can have three meanings : (1) the sphere of the 
fixed stars ; (2) the whole supra-lunary world ; (3) the cosmos in its entirety. He 
also maNes clear that the relevant meaning in the case of the title İȡ੿ Ƞ੝ȡĮȞȠ૨ 
is the third one, since the goal of the treatise is the study of the whole world. 
ȅ੝ȡĮȞȩȢ, thus, must be understood as a synonym of țȩıμȠȢ21. 
18 On the Greek debate, see P. Moraux, Aristote. Du Ciel, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 1965, pp. vii-viii ; 
id., « Kommentar zu De caelo », Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen, von Andronikos bis Alexander von 
Aphrodisias, vol. III, Alexander von Aphrodisias, De Gruyter, Berlin - New York 2001, pp. 181-241 : pp. 
188-189 ; HoffMann, Le ıțȠȩȢ du traité aristotélicien Du Ciel cit., pp. 27-51. 
19 On Simplicius’ prologue and its ‘dialectical’ nature, see HoffMann, Le ıțȠȩȢ du traité 
aristotélicien Du Ciel cit.
20 On the question concerning the title of a treatise, see P. HoffMann, La problématique du titre 
des traités d’Aristote selon les commentateurs grecs. Quelques exemples, in J.-C. fredouille, M.-O. Goulet-
Cazé, P. HoffMann, P. PetitMenGin eds., Titres et articulations du texte dans les oeuvres antiques. Actes du 
Colloque International de Chantilly, 13-15 décembre 1994, Brepols, Paris 1997, pp. 75-103 ; on the 
title İȡ੿ Ƞ੝ȡĮȞȠ૨ in particular, see pp. 82, 86-88.
21 SiMPl., In De Cael., ed. I. L. HeiberG, G. Reimeri, Berlin 1894 (CAG VII), pp. 1, 24 - 2, 4 : « Alexander 
says that the subject of Aristotle’s treatise On the Heavens is the world. He says that “Heaven” is 
used in three senses b\ $ristotle in this worN to mean both the sphere of the fixed stars and the 
whole of the divine revolving body, which in this books he also calls the “furthest heaven” (with 
the adjective), and additionally “the world”, as Plato called it when he said “the whole heaven, or 
the world, or whatever else it might care to be called » (transl. R. J. Hankinson, in R. J. HankinSon, 
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The same discussion is related at the beginning of Themistius· paraphrase22 
which reports that according to the ¶$ncients· the word Ƞ੝ȡĮȞȩȢ can have 
three meanings and that the scope of $ristotle·s treatise is the whole world. 
$ccording to this reading the DC is a unitar\ treatise since it has one single 
goal i.e. the universe as a whole (țȩıμȠȢ) with its constitutive parts even if the 
inTuir\ implies the stud\ of topics that are proper to one portion of it and not 
to another as well as an investigation of the nature of the whole world as such. 
This reading however is challenged b\ the 1eoplatonic readers of 
$ristotle notabl\ ,amblichus and S\rianus who insist on the pre-eminence 
of the cosmological part of the treatise. $ccording to Simplicius· testimon\ 
,amblichus admits that the different inTuiries of the treatise do not have the 
same status for the stud\ of the celestial world is the real and primar\ goal of 
the treatise while the inTuir\ into the other topics is merel\ secondar\ and 
dependent upon the stud\ of the primar\ one24. S\rianus taNes this reading 
to its extreme conseTuences b\ arguing that the same principle governs the 
different meanings of Ƞ੝ȡĮȞȩȢ and the various topics of the treatise : the proper 
meaning of Ƞ੝ȡĮȞȩȢ is the celestial world which also designates the real and 
uniTue goal of the treatise25.
$s this debate continues Simplicius suggests a reading that endorses both 
elements of the interpretation of $lexander and ,amblichus. +e admits that some 
discussions pertain to the whole universe and to the sublunar\ world but he 
maNes clear that all the properties considered in the treatise i.e. the finite and 
uniTue nature of the whole as well as the characteristic properties of the four 
sublunar\ bodies are studied insofar as the\ are caused b\ the celestial world 
which constitutes the primar\ goal of the treatise. Thus unliNe the Timaeus 
which reall\ is a treatise on the whole world the DC is a treatise on its parts 
and more precisel\ on the most excellent one i.e. the supralunar\ bod\ which 
is the remote cause of what happens in the sublunar\ world as well as of the 
Simplicius. 2n Aristotle 2n tKe Heavens - DucNworth /ondon  p. ). ,n his commentar\ on 
the 0eteoroloJ\ $lexander presents the same threefold division of the meanings of Ƞ੝ȡĮȞȩȢ (cf. 
Alex. In 0eteor. ed. 0. haydu&k *. 5eimeri %erlin  >&$* ,,, @ p.  -) and in the prologue 
of the same commentar\ he describes the content of the DC in the same terms as those used in 
Simplicius· commentar\ (Alex. In 0eteor. pp.   -  ). 
22 The original *reeN and the $rabic translation are now lost. 2n the status of the $rabic-
+ebrew and of the +ebrew-/atin translation see codA 5econstructinJ tKe 7e[t of 7Kemistius’ 
Paraphrase cit. See also eAd. Alexander of Aphrodisias in Themistius’ Paraphrase cit.
 The three meanings are enumerated b\ $ristotle himself in DC ,  b- but a 
comparison between Themistius· and Simplicius· texts shows that the common source is $lexander 
of $phrodisias.
24 sImpl. In 'e &ael. pp.   -  .
25 sImpl. In 'e &ael. p.  .
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uniTue and finite nature of the whole world26. $ccordingl\ one can conclude 
that on Simplicius· interpretation the hierarchical structure of the topics of the 
DC mirrors the hierarchical order of the universe27.
These three different solutions to the Tuestion concerning the title and 
the goal of the DC give us some hints toward the answer to the Tuestion of the 
ranN of the treatise and its relationship to the *& $s regards $lexander we can 
reconstruct his stance from his commentar\ on the 0eteor &ommenting on the 
first lines of the treatise $lexander claims that the DC deals at the same time 
with « the ordered stars according to their upper movement » (İȡȓ Ĳİ Ĳ૵Ȟ țĮĲ੹ 
Ĳ੽Ȟ ਙȞȦ ĳȠȡ੹Ȟ įȚĮțİțȠıμȘμȑȞȦȞ) and with the elements or more precisel\ the 
« corporeal elements » (İȡ੿ Ĳ૵Ȟ ıĲȠȚȤİ૙ȦȞ Ĳ૵Ȟ ıȦμĮĲȚț૵Ȟ)28. +e maNes clear 
that while the first expression designates the stud\ of the movement of the 
last sphere (Ĳ੽Ȟ ਥȟȦĲȐĲȦ Ĳİ țĮ੿ țȪțȜ૳ İȡȚĳȠȡȐȞ) the second one refers to an 
inTuir\ into the elements which aims at establishing their number and their 
Tualit\ (ȩıĮ Ĳİ țĮ੿ Ƞ૙Į). $ccordingl\ he concludes that $ristotle·s goal in the 
DC is to show that there are five elements and to elucidate « what the\ are » (Ĳઁ 
Ȗ੹ȡ Ƞ૙Į įȘȜȦĲȚțઁȞ ਙȞ İ੅Ș ĲȠ૨ ĲȓȞĮ) i.e. the four sublunar\ elements and the fifth 
one that moves in a circle (Ĳ੹ ĲȑııĮȡĮ μİĲ੹ ĲȠ૨ țȣțȜȠĳȠȡȚțȠ૨ ıȫμĮĲȠȢ ȑĲȠȣ). 
)ollowing $lexander we can point out that the enTuir\ into the simple 
bodies is split into a two-stage investigation : the first stage carried out in DC , 
establishes the existence and the number of the simple bodies  the second one 
accomplished in the second part of the treatise explains what the\ are. $ccording 
to $lexander·s reading thus the second part of the DC is integrated within a 
more general inTuir\ concerning the « elements of the universe » (ıĲȠȚȤİ૙Į ĲȠ૨ 
țȩıμȠȣ)29. This enTuir\ as $lexander also spells out ends in the second booN of 
GC which « completes » (ĲİȜİȚȫıĮȢ) the DC·s stud\ of the elements inasmuch as 
it studies their reciprocal transformation (İੁȢ ਙȜȜȘȜĮ μİĲĮȕȠȜોȢ). 
26 sImpl. In 'e &ael. p.  - : « $nd it is not necessar\ on account of this to imagine the world 
to be the subMect but rather the simple bodies of which the most primar\ is the heaven which gives 
a share of its goods to the whole world » (transl. +anNinson in hAnkInson Simplicius cit. p. ).
27 2n the ¶hierarchical· nature of Simplicius· reading see 3. hoffmAnn 6cience tKpoloJiTue et 
foi selon le Commentaire de Simplicius au De Caelo d’Aristote in E. codA, &. mArtInI bonAdeo eds. De 
l’AntiTuitp tardive au 0o\en Çge. etudes de logiTue aristotplicienne et de philosophie grecTue 
s\riaTue arabe et latine offertes j +enri +ugonnard-5oche 9rin 3aris  pp. -.
28 $lexander maNes it clear that the term ıĲȠȚȤİ૙Į without further specification designates 
matter and form which are the topic of the general stud\ of the first booN of the Physics. This 
fits with $lexander·s reading of the first lines of Phys. ,  and the goal of the Physics reported b\ 
$verroes in his LonJ &ommentar\ on Phys. , . )or more details see &. cerAmI *pnpration et 6ubstance 
Aristote et Averroqs entre pK\siTue et mptapK\siTue :. De *ru\ter %oston - %erlin  p.  et ss.
29 Alex. In 0eteor. pp.   -  . 
 Ibid. p.  -. 
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)or the 1eoplatonic readers we can infer that despite their differences one 
single answer fits all their interpretations. $ccording to their reading GC II can 
be seen as the stud\ of the simple sublunar\ bodies and their properties as such. ,n 
fact according to the readings of ,amblichus and S\rianus the sublunar\ bodies 
are not within the real scope of the DC but the\ are considered in its inTuir\ 
onl\ insofar as the\ show us what the fifth bod\ is not. $ccording to Simplicius 
as we have alread\ seen if $ristotle studies the four sublunar\ elements in the 
DC it is not as such but in so far as the\ are caused b\ the supralunar\ world. 
,n both cases then the stud\ of the sublunar\ elements in the GC is not a mere 
repetition of the one in the DC.
1ow that the philosophical and historical stage of the reception of $ristotle·s 
DC has been set let us see in more detail how $vicenna organizes his own 
DCM and how his approach enables a solution of both the structural tensions 
underl\ing $ristotle·s DC and the doubts about its content raised b\ its *reeN 
and $rabic readers. 
II. the De Caelo et MunDo of AvIcennA’s Šifāʾ : A 6tudy of bodIes wIth respect to theIr powers
The DCM is the second part of the section of the əifāʾ devoted to the 
philosoph\ of nature (al-ɥabīʿi\\āt). The treatise is developed in  chapters. 
,t contains three chapters on the nature of the five simple bodies integrated 
within a larger research on the bod\ considered with respect to its power (chap. 
-) four chapters on the dispositions and movements of the celestial bodies as 
such (chap. -) two chapters on the opinions of the predecessors on what has 
been previousl\ examined (chap. -) and one final chapter on the uniTueness 
of the world in which the predecessors· opinions on this topic are also refuted 
(chap. ).
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Table  : 2utline of $vicenna·s De Caelo et Mundo compared to $ristotle·s De Caelo
Avicenna’s DCM Aristotle’s DC
&hapter  : 2n the power and acts of simple and com-
posite bodies.
, 
&hapter  : 2n simple powers and simple movements 
and on the proof that the spherical nature is outside 
the elemental natures.
, -  ,9  -
&hapter  : 2n the indications concerning the essences 
of the simple bodies on their order their features and 
the figures that belong to them b\ nature as well as on 
their differences with respect to the sphere.
,9   , -
&hapter  : 2n the dispositions of the bod\ that moves 
in a circle on the nature of its movement and on what 
belongs to it properl\.
,, 
&hapter  : 2n the disposition of the stars and the spots 
of the moon.
,, -
&hapter  : 2n the proper movements of the stars. ,, -
&hapter  : 2n what is inside the celestial bod\ and on 
what men sa\ about the disposition of the earth and 
the other elements.
,, 
&hapter  : 5efutation of the sill\ opinions on the 
Mustification of the fact that the earth is at rest. 
,, 
&hapter  : 2n the controvers\ between men 
concerning heav\ and light. 
,,, - ,9 
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the world is one and not 
man\ as some claimed.
, -
:hat is immediatel\ striNing when one looNs at the table of contents of the 
DCM of the əifāʾ is its structure. :ith regard to both arrangement and content 
the DCM does not correspond to a treatise of cosmolog\ at least if we mean b\ 
that a stud\ of the so-called ¶supralunar\· world to use $ristotelian terminolog\. 
$ctuall\ the ver\ beginning of the treatise does not announce a stud\ of the 
celestial world but a stud\ of the simple bodies considered from the point of 
view of their powers. 0oreover nearl\ half the treatise is devoted to the stud\ 
of the four simple sublunar\ bodies and to the doctrines about their nature that 
were held b\ earlier thinNers.
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To this prima facie appraisal one might obMect that in choosing this arrangement 
$vicenna is merel\ following $ristotle·s treatise ³ or at least the text as it was 
transmitted after the st centur\ %.&. ³ which develops into two Tuite separate 
sections the first one (DC ,-,,) devoted roughl\ speaNing to cosmological issues 
the second one (DC ,,,-,9) devoted to the four sublunar\ bodies and to their 
characteristic properties : lightness and heaviness. +owever even a cursor\ glance 
at the table of contents of $ristotle·s DC shows that there are several significant 
differences between the two treatises which cannot be overlooNed. 
:e must remarN first of all that although the DCM as a whole shares the same 
twofold structure of the $ristotelian DC $vicenna·s treatise involves three maMor 
modifications with respect to the arrangement of the two sections : 1) unlike 
$ristotle $vicenna does not postpone the stud\ of the sublunar\ simple bodies 
until after the investigation of the celestial one but combines the two inTuiries 
so that all the issues concerning sublunar\ simple bodies that are discussed b\ 
Aristotle in DC ,,,-,9 are addressed b\ $vicenna at the beginning of the treatise ; 
) the anal\sis and refutation of the predecessors· doctrines scattered in the 
Aristotelian DC throughout booNs ,,, and ,9 are gathered together and placed after 
what one ma\ call the positive discussion of $vicenna·s treatise  ) the proof of the 
uniTueness of the world which $ristotle establishes in , - at least according 
to the current division of his DC is provided b\ $vicenna in the last chapter of 
his own treatise. 0oreover concerning the ver\ beginning of the treatise it also 
must be noticed that $vicenna·s DCM does not open with an acNnowledgment of 
the perfection of the bod\ supported b\ arguments aNin to 3\thagorean doctrines 
as is the case in the $ristotelian treatise (DC , ). ,nstead it starts abruptl\ with a 
threefold division of bodies considered with respect to their powers. 
The arrangement chosen b\ $vicenna can be accounted for if one considers 
the entire treatise as pursuing a twofold strateg\ striving on the one hand to 
meet the epistemological standards of a unitar\ inTuir\ and on the other hand to 
inscribe the DCM within the continuit\ of the Physics of the əifāʾ. This h\pothesis 
is confirmed b\ a more detailed stud\ of the first chapters. The wa\ in which 
$vicenna announces the goal of his research and presents its subMect-matter 
highlights the philosophical agenda of the entire treatise. ,n fact the stud\ of 
the four sublunar\ simple bodies is not incidentall\ appended to the stud\ of the 
celestial bod\ but it is part of one single inTuir\ aiming at revealing the proper 
nature of the five simple constituents of the whole world. 2ne can therefore 
 The paternit\ of the DC in its actual state has been challenged b\ several modern scholars 
who dispute the originalit\ of the linN between booNs ,-,, and booNs ,,,-,9. 2n the contemporar\ 
debate over the unit\ of the treatise and for a new solution of the difficulties concerning the 
epistemological status of the DC see cerAmI Génération et Substance cit. pp. -.
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plausibl\ argue that $vicenna shares $lexander·s general solution : the DCM is a 
stud\ of the whole world and of its simple constituents. 
%efore delving into the content of $vicenna·s stud\ two preliminar\ 
obMections must be taNen into account in order to understand correctl\ our 
general assumption. )irst of all one can obMect that the stud\ of the simple 
bodies b\ setting up a comparison between the four sublunar\ bodies and the 
celestial bod\ aims at proving that the celestial bod\ has a peculiar nature. The 
celestial bod\ should then be defined as the real subMect-matter of the treatise 
since $vicenna first considers its eternal nature and afterwards its proper 
characteristics (movements shape etc.). Second one might allege that the 
inTuir\ into the whole world as such is limited to one final chapter devoted to 
the proof of its uniTueness and furthermore that this verification is framed 
in the context of the refutation of the predecessors· mistaNen opinions on this 
topic. ,n this sense it might be maintained that this investigation does not 
suffice to maNe the DCM a treatise on the whole world. 
To the first obMection we can repl\ that the fact that the stud\ of the simple 
bodies reveals the peculiar nature of the celestial bod\ does not constitute a 
sufficient argument to infer that the primar\ if not uniTue goal of the entire 
section is to establish the nature of this bod\. )or this inTuir\ is essentiall\ 
integrated within a more general investigation i.e. the stud\ of bodies considered 
with respect to their power which $vicenna announces at the ver\ beginning 
of his treatise.
&oncerning the second obMection a TuicN looN at the arguments used at the 
end of the treatise to prove the uniTueness of the world helps us to understand 
the nature of the final chapter and Tualif\ our general assumption. $ll the 
arguments used to conclude that there cannot be a pluralit\ of worlds rel\ 
on the properties of the five simple bodies set forth in the previous chapters. 
,ndeed the uniTueness of the world is verified b\ appealing either to the proper 
nature of the four simple sublunar\ bodies or to that of the fifth celestial 
bod\. ,n this sense we can safel\ assume that the discussion concerning the 
uniTueness of the world is included in the DCM as a part of the general inTuir\ 
into its simple constituents for the uniTueness of the world is considered here 
 ,t is difficult to sa\ whether $vicenna had direct access to $lexander·s commentar\ on the 
DC. Since ,bn al-ɜalöƤ attests that in his time $lexander·s commentar\ on the first booN was still 
accessible it is not implausible that it was also available to $vicenna. +owever at the present 
stage of research this h\pothesis cannot be corroborated and remains a matter of speculation.
 AvIcennA DCM pp. -.
 ,t is noteworth\ that $vicenna closes the ninth chapter b\ affirming that after having 
finished the inTuir\ into the constituents of the world it is now time to asN whether the corporeal 
world is one or man\. Ibid p.  -.
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to be a conseTuence of the nature of its five constituents. :e can thus conclude 
that this stud\ does not Meopardise the unitar\ character of the DCM. 2n the 
contrar\ it contributes to clarif\ing its overall proMect : the DCM can be defined 
as an inTuir\ into the world insofar as it provides an investigation of the simple 
bodies that constitute it as a whole.
$ closer examination of the chapters devoted to the simple bodies confirms 
and elucidates this general assessment but also sheds light on the wa\ in which 
$vicenna·s DCM provides a solution to the second difficult\ underl\ing the 
$ristotelian treatise i.e. the Tuestion concerning the relationship between the 
stud\ of the four sublunar\ bodies in the DC and the stud\ of these elements 
in the GC. ,n fact an anal\sis of the these chapters of the DCM will show that 
the wa\ in which $vicenna taNes the simple bodies into consideration i.e. with 
respect to their powers also provides a solution to this difficult\. )or the stud\ 
provided in these chapters constitutes in itself an argument in support of the 
complementar\ nature of the two inTuiries provided in DC III-IV and in GC ,, and 
against their supposed redundanc\. 
,,.  The notion of power (Tuwwa) at the core of the DCM
$vicenna opens his DCM abruptl\ b\ delimiting the subMect of the inTuir\. 
This demarcation is obtained b\ a division of the notion of bod\ considered 
with respect to its power. $vicenna states that bodies can be understood with 
respect to their powers (al-aǧsām min ǧiKati TuZāKā) according to a threefold 
division : either ,) the bod\ is one non composite and endowed with one single 
power  or ,,) the bod\ is one non composite and endowed with two powers ; 
or ,,,) the bod\ is the product of the composition of man\ mixed bodies all 
characterized b\ different powers which ,,,a) either interact so that one single 
common complexional power (TuZZa ZāƤida mizāǧi\\a muɐtaraNa) occurs ,,,b) 
or do not interact.
These opening remarNs tells us a great deal about how $vicenna conceives 
his worN. The restriction ¶with respect to their powers· provides the Ne\ notion 
of the entire discussion. %\ adding it $vicenna integrates the inTuir\ of the DCM 
within a wider philosophical context which is the stud\ of the natural bod\ and 
hence adapts the opening declaration of $ristotle·s DC. 
,n announcing the stud\ to come $ristotle states at the beginning of DC , 
 that before taNing into consideration the Tuestion of the limited or infinite 
nature of the whole he plans to stud\ the latter·s parts according to species 
 AvIcennA DCM p.  -.
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(Ĳ૵Ȟ țĮĲ· İੇįȠȢ αὐĲȠ૨ μȠȡȓȦȞ). This statement can be interpreted in a weaNer 
or in a stronger sense depending on the meaning one attributes to the term 
İੇįȠȢ : as designating a class or the substantial form. %\ interpreting this term 
as designating a class one can assume that $ristotle is simpl\ announcing his 
intention to stud\ the different Ninds of bodies. This for example is Simplicius· 
interpretation. $ccording to the stronger interpretation on the contrar\ 
and b\ taNing the notion of İੇįȠȢ in a clear-cut ontological sense $vicenna 
reorients $ristotle·s text and announces a thoroughl\ reconceived proMect : the 
aim of the present investigation is not Must to stud\ the bodies according to their 
species but to stud\ them with respect to their power40. 
,t must also be emphasized that b\ proceeding in this wa\ $vicenna does 
not simpl\ reinterpret $ristotle·s DC but also integrates his own DCM within a 
unified inTuir\ whose first step was accomplished in the Physics of the əifāʾ41. 
$s , wish to argue in fact the notion of power constitutes the linN between 
the two investigations. /et us brieÁ\ consider the elements authorizing the 
establishment of such a linN.
$t the beginning of the Physics42 $vicenna maNes clear that the starting point 
of the enTuir\ is the definition of ¶the natural bod\· and that this bod\ insofar 
 ArIstotle DC ,  b-b « The Tuestion as to the nature of the whole whether it is 
infinite in size or limited in its total mass is a matter for subseTuent inTuir\. /et us now speaN of 
those parts of the whole according to their species taNing this as our starting-point ».
 This is possible at least in principle since in *reeN the term İੇįȠȢ can have both meanings.
 &f. sImpl. In '& p.  .
 The term İੇįȠȢ in *reeN could ambiguousl\ designate a class of individuals and their 
respective ontological principle i.e. the form. ,n the $rabic-/atin translation of $ristotle·s DC that 
is transmitted with $verroes· LonJ &ommentar\ the term İੇįȠȢ is translated b\ formarum which 
undoubtedl\ translates the $rabic ɓūra uneTuivocall\ designating the form and not the species.
40 The identification of the form with the power of the bod\ is an essential part of $vicenna·s 
ph\sics. The histor\ of this doctrine and the wa\ in which this identification renewed the 
$ristotelian notion of form is still a desideratum. This doctrine goes bacN to $lexander but it is 
charged in $vicenna with a stronger 1eoplatonic nuance. 
41 &oncerning the order of the two treatises in the letter to al-.i\ö (ޏ$. badawī ed. Arisɡū ޏinda 
al-ޏArab 0aNtabat al-1ahŐa al-0iɓri\\a /e &aire  p. -) $vicenna clearl\ asserts the 
necessit\ of stud\ing the Physics before the DC. :e will come bacN to this text later.
42 2n the structure of the Physics of the əifāʾ and on how $vicenna achieves a reorganization 
of $ristotle·s Physics see $. hAsnAwI Aspects de la synthèse avicennienne in 0. $. sInAceur ed. Penser 
avec Aristote Erqs Toulouse  pp. - ; Id. La pK\siTue du əifö· : aperçus sur sa structure et son 
contenu in -. JAnssens, D. de smet eds. Avicenna and His HeritaJe. 3roceedings of the ,nternational 
&olloTuium « $vicenna and his +eritage » /euven - /ouvain-la-1euve - Septembre  
/euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  pp. ².
Ibn-sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-ɥabīʿi\\āt al-6amāʾ al-ɥabīʿī ed. s. Zāy,d $l-+a\ʾa al-0iɓri\\a al-ޏömma li-
l-Nitöb &airo  (hereafter AvIcennA Phys.) ,.  p.  - : « :e sa\ then that the natural bod\ 
is a substance in which one can posit one dimension and another crossing it perpendicularl\ and 
a third dimension crossing both of them perpendicularl\ where its being of this sort is the form 
b\ which it becomes a bod\ » (transl. -. 0c*innis modified).
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as it is subMect to change is the subMect-matter of the treatise. +e announces then 
that the goal of the enTuir\ is to investigate the necessar\ accidents belonging 
to this bod\ as such the concomitants that attach to it insofar as it is whether 
the\ be forms accidents or derivatives of the two as well as its principles 
reasons and causes44. $fterwards he maNes clear that the bod\ is called ¶natural· 
in relation to the power (TuZZa) called ¶nature· 45. +e then defines the nature 
as the internal principle of motion and action and distinguishes four wa\s in 
which nature and power can be identified46. +e concludes b\ stating that the 
power/nature examined at present is the internal power « which brings about 
motion and change and from which the action proceeds in a single manner 
without volition »47. 
$fter defining nature $vicenna establishes its relationship with matter 
form and motion. +e explains that in the case of simple bodies the nature is 
the same thing as the form and hence as the power48. ,mmediatel\ afterwards 
however $vicenna adds that this power can be considered from several points 
of view depending on whether it is the principle of action and motion or the 
principle of the subsistence of matter. +e thus claims that when it is related to 
the motions and actions that proceed from it it is called nature  whereas when 
it is considered to be the principle accounting for the subsistence of the species 
the bod\ belongs to and if the effects and motions that proceed from it are not 
taNen into account it is then called form49. 
$vicenna considers the case of water and claims that its form is imperceptible 
while its effects (al-āɠār) are perceptible. )ollowing the same division put 
forward in the definition of nature (defined as the internal principle of motion 
and action) he distinguishes among the effects of the form those relative to its 
passive/active inÁuence namel\ coolness and wetness from those relative to 
its proximate/proper place namel\ motion and rest which he also eTuates with 
the weight and the inclination of the bod\ :
« So the form of water for instance is a power that maNes the water·s matter 
to subsist as a species >³ namel\ water@. The former >namel\ the form@ is 
44 AvIcennA Phys. ,.  p.  - .
45 2n the identification of the nature with the power of the bod\ see $. lAmmer 'efininJ 
1ature From Aristotle to 3Kiloponus to Avicenna in $. AlwIshAh, -. hay(6 eds. Aristotle and the 
Arabic Tradition &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. -.
46 AvIcennA Phys. ,.  p.  -
47 AvIcennA Phys. ,.  p.  -.
48 Ibid. ,.  p.  - : « ,n some cases the nature of the thing is Must its form whereas in 
others it is not. ,n the case of the simples >that is the elements@ the nature is the ver\ form 
itself for water·s nature is >for example@ the ver\ essence b\ which it is water ».
49 Ibid. p.  -.
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imperceptible but the effects that proceed from it are perceptible ³ namel\ on 
the basis of the perceptible coolness and weight (which is the actual inclination 
and does not belong to the bod\ while it is in its natural location). So the nature·s 
act in for example the substance of water is either relative to its passive 
inÁuence and so is coolness  or it is relative to its active inÁuence which shapes 
>something else@ and so is wetness  or it is relative to its proximate place and so 
is setting in motion  or is relative to its proper place and so is bringing about rest. 
1ow this coolness and wetness are necessar\ accidents of this nature given that 
there is no impediment »50 (trans. -. 0c*innis modified).
The form of the simple bod\ identified with its nature is thus the internal 
principle of a certain number of ¶effects·  it is an internal principle of action 
and passion as well as of movement and rest. :eight and inclination are also 
considered to be effects of the form but $vicenna warns that the\ actuall\ 
belong to the bod\ onl\ when the latter is in its ¶proximate· place and not in its 
¶proper· place namel\ its natural location51.
The notion of power therefore is at the ver\ core of the ph\sical inTuir\. ,n 
the Physics of the əifāʾ $vicenna identifies the power of the natural bod\ with 
its internal principle of movement its nature and its form. :hat remains to be 
done however is to clarif\ the Nind of principle this power is b\ stud\ing in 
particular the different Ninds of natural bodies simple and composite. 
,f we return to the first lines of the DCM it becomes clear that this is exactl\ 
what $vicenna announces. These lines and the whole division of the bod\ with 
respect to its power reveal that $vicenna is here embarNing on an enTuir\ that 
taNes its place in continuit\ with the Physics. This enTuir\ begins with the DCM but 
goes be\ond it. ,n the same lines in fact after positing his first threefold division 
$vicenna narrows the subMect-matter of the present stud\ and maNes it clear that 
he is going to set aside the third branch of the division in order to concentrate on 
the second one (,,) that is the simple bod\ endowed with two powers52. )rom the 
outset then simple bodies considered with respect to their power ³ and not the 
celestial bod\ alone ³ are announced as the subMect-matter of the DCM. ,t is to them 
that the entire enTuir\ is devoted. :hat is excluded is the stud\ of complex bodies.
The thorough anal\sis of each branch of this division is not eas\ to follow 
and the ver\ relevance of $vicenna·s overall anal\sis is difficult to understand. 
50 Ibid. pp.   -  .
51 2n the notion of inclination see $. hAsnAouI La d\namiTue d’ibn 6īnā La notion d’‘inclination’ : 
ma\l in -. JolIvet, 5. rAshed eds. Études sur Avicenne /es %elles /ettres 3aris  pp. - ; 
Id. La tKporie avicennienne de l’impetus Ibn 6īnā entre -ean 3Kilopon et -ean %uridan in 0. ArfA mensIA 
ed. Views on the Philosophy of Ibn 6īnā and 0ullā ɜadrā al-əīrāzī (&arthage nd -th 2ct. ) al-
0aƏmaޏ al-TɫnisƮ li-l-ޏ8lɫm wa-l-ödöb wa-l-)unɫn Tunis  pp. -.
52 AvIcennA DCM p.  .
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$s a matter of fact its ultimate goal becomes clear when one considers the 
wider context of the first three chapters. $ closer surve\ of $vicenna·s entire 
investigation as , wish to show points out that its ultimate aim is to show that 
each simple bod\ has one multidimensional but unitar\ power. %\ progressivel\ 
reMecting all the different branches that impl\ that the power of a simple bod\ 
results from the simultaneous occurrence of man\ ontologicall\ heterogeneous 
principles $vicenna wants to show that an\ simple bod\ ³ whether it is a part of 
the sublunar\ world or of the supralunar\ world ³ is endowed with a power that 
though displa\ing a multi-la\ered nature remains a unitar\ principle. +is strateg\ 
consists in establishing in the first chapter a paradigm for the four sublunar\ 
bodies and in extending it as far as possible to the celestial bod\. ,n what follows 
, will provide a more detailed assessment of this assumption and suggest that in 
rel\ing on al-)öröbƮ·s counterarguments against 3hiloponus· criticisms $vicenna·s 
ultimate goal is to challenge an $rab neo-3hiloponan trend.
,,. 2 7Ke unitar\ nature of tKe activepassive poZer
$ccording to the plan we have Must sNetched the first goal of $vicenna·s 
anal\sis is thus to understand if and how the posited division (i.e. ,,) captures 
the nature of the simple bodies possessing a twofold power namel\ the four 
sublunar\ bodies54. $vicenna assures that when we suppose that a simple 
bod\ has two powers we once again have a threefold division according to the 
relationship the two supposed powers entertain with each other and with the 
form : ,,a) the two powers differ from the form of the bod\ for either the\ follow 
the form (tābiʿāni laKā) or the\ occur from the outside (ʿāriŐāni min ḫāriǧ)  ,,b) 
one of the two powers is the form while the other is a conseTuent (lāzim) or 
an accident (ʿāriŐ)  ,,c) neither of the two powers is an accident but from the 
interaction of both one single form occurs so that it is b\ virtue of this form that 
the bod\ belongs to a certain species55.
 $. +asnaoui was the first scholar to highlight the role of $vicenna·s anti-3hiloponan stance 
in the DCM. 5eferring to the second chapter of the DCM in an unpublished paper presented in  
(in the context of the international conference Physika  Aristotle’s 3K\sics In tKe *reeN Arabic HebreZ 
and Latin Traditions that , organized in 3aris with $. )alcon) he suggests that $vicenna elaborates 
his theor\ of the inclination against 3hiloponus without ever mentioning him b\ name. ,n the 
waNe of this general h\pothesis , would rather suggest that $vicenna is not directl\ opposing 
3hiloponus but a neo-3hiloponan $rabic author. ,n this sense , share 0. 5ashed·s h\pothesis that 
$vicenna in his DCM tacNles neo-3hiloponan arguments (see rAshed The Problem of the Composition 
cit.) and , attempt in what follows to sNetch the profile of their author. 
54 2n the linN $vicenna establishes between form and sensible Tualities see AlƩAsAn Ibn mū6ā 
Al-naw%akhtī Commentary on Aristotle De generatione et corruptione Edition translation and 
commentar\ b\ 0. rAshed :. De *ru\ter %oston - %erlin  pp. - -. 
55 AvIcennA DCM p.  -.
cristina cerami290
$vicenna goes on to anal\se the third subsection : IIc) « neither of the two 
powers is an accident but from the interaction of both one single form occurs 
so that it is b\ virtue of this form that the bod\ belongs to a certain species ». The 
stud\ of this supplementar\ division shows that $vicenna·s investigation aims first 
at clarif\ing the role of the powers in the ontological constitution of the simple 
bodies. )or ³ as he maNes it clear ³ the Tuestion at issue is to understand whether 
the presence of two powers can guarantee in one wa\ or another the existence of 
a unitar\ form of a simple bod\ and therefore its inclusion in one species56.
+e divides this branch as well into three : ,,c i) each one of the two powers is 
capable of maNing the matter a subsisting substance in act  ,,c ii) onl\ one of the 
two powers is capable of doing so  c iii) onl\ the combination of the two powers 
(maǧmūʿuKumā) can do so. /et us set aside for the time being the first two subdivisions 
(,,c i-ii) since $vicenna rules them out TuicNl\ to focus on the third one57. +e points 
out that if we suppose that the two powers together maNe the matter a subsisting 
substance we can identif\ them with the form. Still we have to explain how the two 
powers can constitute one single principle. 2ne can suppose either that (,,c iii Į) 
each power is part of the form as a distinguishable (mutamayyiz) and separable 
(munfaɓil) part of a composite i.e. as matter and form are parts of the composite ; or 
(,,c iii ȕ) that this it is not the case but that each power is an indistinguishable and 
inseparable part of the form as are genus and differentia58.
$vicenna goes on to anal\se these two possibilities (,,c iii Įȕ). ,n this case too it 
is not an eas\ tasN to follow his assessment. )rom what follows however it appears 
that his aim is not so much to reMect these two options absolutel\ as to provide the 
conceptual tools for understanding the multi-la\ered nature of the power of simple 
bodies notwithstanding its ontological capacit\ to substantif\ matter. 
&oncerning the second option (,,c iii ȕ) $vicenna does not explicitl\ reMect 
its validit\. +e points out that if the powers are constitutive parts of the form 
as genus and differentia then what proceeds from each one of them will not be 
a proper (ḫāɓɓ) and specific (nawʿiyy) act (fiʿl) but a generic act from one of the 
two powers which is specified b\ the other one. This ³ $vicenna affirms ³ is 
not to be denied absolute loTuendo since it helps to understand the notion of 
movement conceived in an absolute wa\ (ƤaraNa muɡlaTa)59. 
56 Ibid pp.   -  .
57 +e points out that the first option (c i) is not viable since each power would be at the 
same time a form and an accident which is absurd. ,f we consider each power as a form but we 
assume that there are two powers we are forced to admit that the\ are reciprocall\ the form of 
one another. $s for the second option (c ii) $vicenna merel\ states that it brings us bacN to the 
previous subdivision i.e. b) : one of the two powers is the form while the other is a conseTuent 
(lāzim) or an accident (ʿāriŐ). 
58 AvIcennA DCM pp.   -  .
59 Ibid. p.  -.
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$vicenna next considers the possibilit\ that the two powers are constitutive 
parts of the form as matter and form (,,c iii Į)  then he states that this possibilit\ 
is also not viable since it has been supposed that the two powers were capable of 
substantif\ing matter toJetKer. ,f the two powers were parts as matter and form 
one of the two (i.e. the one that is not part as a form) would be a conseTuent of 
the other since the latter would be essentiall\ prior. This ontological ineTualit\ 
$vicenna explains is not to be completel\ discarded for it is true that among 
the dispositions (hayʾāt) of the bod\ that whose subsistence depends on the 
existence of the other is posterior to it. :hat must be denied is that in this case 
the two powers can be considered as being on the same ontological level  for this 
option amounts to option ,,b60. 
$gainst the bacNground of this anal\sis $vicenna concludes that it is not 
possible for two forms one of which is prior to the other to be eTuall\ capable 
of maNing matter a subsisting substance. +e points out however that this does 
not invalidate the possibilit\ that there is an ontological dpcalaJe among the 
dispositions of a natural simple bod\. 2n the contrar\ according to him three 
points of the anal\sis of these different options (,,c iii Įȕ) must be retained : 
i) we must first admit that in the power of a simple bod\ something is more 
closel\ linNed to matter and something to form  ii) secondl\ that some of the 
simple bod\·s dispositions can be ontological posterior to others  iii) finall\ 
that in a unitar\ power we can single out a generic and a specific aspect without 
compromising its ontological simplicit\. These three assumptions provide the 
tools for a more precise understanding of the linN between the power the form 
and the movement of the simple bodies and for ascertaining the multi-la\ered 
but unitar\ nature of their power.
The whole division and its ultimate goal become clear when $vicenna 
illustrates his statements with some examples. :e thus understand that among 
the three aforementioned indications the first one aims at clarif\ing the power 
with respect to the active and passive capacities stemming from it while the 
other two elucidate the nature of the power with respect to its capacit\ to move 
the bod\. The entire discussion aims at defining the nature of these two powers 
in the sublunar\ simple bodies. $vicenna·s ultimate goal is to show that the 
two constitute a Nind of ontological unit\ and that each one of them belongs 
exclusivel\ to one single bod\.
$vicenna first considers the active and passive capacities. +e claims that 
the\ stem from one single and unitar\ principle but he maNes clear that the 
first one proceeds from the power ³ which $vicenna explicitl\ identifies with 
the nature ³ insofar as it is form while the second one proceeds from it insofar 
60 Ibid. p.  -.
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as it is matter. :e have thus one single nature with a twofold capacit\ i.e. with 
an active and a passive aspect. ,n the case of water for example the sensible 
coolness (al-burd al-maƤsūs) is the active capacit\ (TuZZa fiʿliyya) which proceeds 
from the nature as from the form while the humidit\ (al-ruɡūba) is the passive 
capacit\ (TuZZa infiʿāli\\a) which proceeds from the nature as from the matter :
« The impossibilit\ of this division >i.e. ,,ciii)@ has thus become evident. )or it is 
impossible that two forms among which one is not prior to the other together 
maNe the matter subsist. 2n the contrar\ it is possible that from one uniTue 
simple nature insofar as it is form there proceeds an active power (as from the 
nature of water proceeds the sensible coolness) and that another passive power 
comes from it with respect to its matter as moisture in the case of water »61.
+ere the matter/form distinction is emplo\ed to account for the unitar\ 
nature of the active/passive power. ,n Phys. ,. as we have alread\ seen 
$vicenna suggest that nature defined as the internal power that brings about 
action acts so as to produce a passive and an active inÁuence while understood 
as the principle that maNes matter a subsisting substance it is called form. 
$t the end of the same chapter $vicenna states that in simple bodies nature 
clearl\ cannot be matter for the latter is the same in all such bodies62. %\ using 
the matter/form distinction in the DCM he goes in exactl\ the same direction. 
The passive power cannot stem from the simple bod\·s matter but its effect can 
be more aNin to this matter than to the form. This does not mean that the active 
inÁuence is form but that it is closer to the form than to the matter. 
,n assessing this first part of the division $vicenna can conclude that there 
is onl\ one unitar\ principle and a double-sided effective power which means a 
unitar\ power with a multifarious capacit\ i.e. an active and a passive one. :hat 
he has to clarif\ now is the nature of the other power i.e. the motive capacit\ 
its linN to the form and if and how can we account for its unitar\ nature. $t 
the end of Phys. ,. as we have also seen $vicenna points out that motion is 
more distant from the nature of simple bodies and that being « foreign to the 
substance » « it arises in the case of deficienc\ ». $ccordingl\ he assures that 
the bod\·s weight that is its inclination does not belong to the simple sublunar\ 
bod\ while it is at rest in its natural location and that ¶nature·s act· in this bod\ 
is not the movement in its ¶proximate place· but rest in its ¶proper place·. ,n 
this ontological frameworN therefore it is not misleading to conclude that the 
61 Ibid. p.  -.
62 AvIcennA Phys. ,. p.  -.
 Phys. ,. p.  - : « $s for motion it is the farthest removed from being the nature of 
things for as will become clear it arises in the case of deficienc\ and is foreign to the substance ».
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active/passive power is more closel\ related to the form of the simple bod\ while 
the motive power is in a sense more remote from it. :e will see that this is also 
what $vicenna confirms in the final lines of DCM  as in the following chapter. 
,,.  The unitary nature of the inclinatory power and its one-to-one relationship with the 
simple body
2nce the unitar\ nature of the active/passive power and its linN to the 
form has been assessed $vicenna goes on to clarif\ the nature of the motive 
capacit\. +e first claims that the motive capacit\ cannot stem from the form 
alone although it cannot be chronologicall\ posterior to the form either. +e 
then asserts that this capacit\ as the active/passive power is a unitar\ power 
in which we can recognize some Nind of complexit\. 8nliNe the active/passive 
capacit\ however the complexit\ of the motive power cannot be accounted for 
b\ appealing to the distinction between matter and form but b\ calling upon 
the distinction between genus and differentia. The clarification of this twofold 
assumption is the core of the last part of the first chapter and of the next one. 
$vicenna follows a two-stage strateg\ : he first considers the motive capacit\ in 
the case of the sublunar\ simple bodies and puts forward a paradigm to account 
for its ontological unit\  then he extends insofar as is possible the same 
paradigm to the simple supralunar\ bod\. ,n both cases as we will see $vicenna 
elaborates his doctrine while facing the doubts of an anon\mous opponent. 
&oncerning the ontological relation between the motive capacit\ and the form 
of the simple sublunar\ bodies the gist of $vicenna·s doctrine is based on the 
idea that their power to move toward their own natural place either downward 
or upward is ontologicall\ posterior to the power that emanates directl\ from 
the essence of the bod\. $vicenna·s claim relies on the assumption that one single 
principle cannot be the cause of one thing and of its contrar\ : if the bod\·s power 
to move towards its natural place which $vicenna calls here ¶inclinator\ power· 
(al-TuZZa al-mumīla) were to be identified with the form itself or emanated from 
it alone then the form would be the cause of two contrar\ states i.e. movement 
toward the natural place and rest in it once the bod\ has reached it. 
,n order to avoid this conclusion and to settle the relationship between 
the inclinator\ power and the form $vicenna considers an alternative : the 
inclinator\ power is either chronologicall\ posterior to the essential power and 
hence to the form or is it simultaneous with it. +is strateg\ will be to dismiss the 
first option and to sharpen up the second one : 
« $nd it is possible that >from the uniTue simple nature@ there emanates an 
inclinator\ power in virtue of the bod\·s place and a heating power in virtue of 
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the bod\·s Tualit\ the one being prior to the other. Therefore the heating power 
precedes the inclinator\ one as what receives heat b\ accident leans upward. 
2therwise the two are simultaneous but the one is caused b\ the form b\ itself 
as heat in the case of fire and coolness in the case of water while the other one is 
caused b\ the form together with a supervening accident as the inclination (al-
mayl) when the bod\ is accidentall\ separated from its natural place. 2r the\ are 
simultaneous while the cause is the form alone  but this is not possible. $nd \ou 
have alread\ learnt before this place the difference between the form and these 
states. $nd \ou Nnow from there that in the bod\ while sta\ing in its natural 
place there is no cause of its movement as much as it is cause of its movement. 
)or it is not the form alone that is cause but its form and something. $ctuall\ 
one single thing cannot be the cause of the movement toward the natural place 
and cause of the rest >in it@. $nd the doubt (al-ɐaNN) some people (baʿŐuKum) raise 
is solved for \ou »64.
$vicenna initiall\ considers the first option according to which the inclinator\ 
power is chronologicall\ posterior to the essential power and hence to the 
form. +e does not reMect it explicitl\ but states that in this case the inclination 
toward the natural place is stricto sensu an accident that supervenes upon the 
bod\. ,n the case of elemental fire for example its upward inclination would 
be something that supervenes upon its form and is chronologicall\ posterior to 
its active power i.e. the power to heat. $ccording to this option therefore fire 
comes to be and then acTuires its upward inclination as an accident.
+e continues b\ considering the second possibilit\ according to which the 
inclinator\ power is cKronoloJicall\ simultaneous to the essential power and 
therefore to the form. This ³ $vicenna argues ³ is true but a specification 
must be added. The active power and the inclinator\ power cannot be also 
ontoloJicall\ simultaneous or in other words on the same ontological level ; for 
the first one emanates from the uniTue nature of the bod\ while the second one 
cannot be caused b\ the form alone. 2therwise as we have seen the form would 
be the cause at the same time of movement toward the natural place and of rest 
in it. The cause of the bod\·s inclination toward its natural place ³ $vicenna 
asserts — is its form plus an accident namel\ the fact that it is separated from 
its own natural place.
Thus confirming the ontological frameworN of Phys. ,. $vicenna concludes 
that the inclinator\ power is neither a form nor an accident but emanates from 
the formal principle when an accident is Moined to it. %\ stating this $vicenna 
can argue that onl\ one act characterizes a simple bod\ as such  this act is 
not to move towards its proper place but to rest in it. This is what $vicenna 
64 AvIcennA DCM pp.   -  .
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means when he states that a form cannot be the cause of two opposite acts i.e. 
movement toward the proper place and rest in that place. The form as such is 
the principle of the latter act and of the former onl\ when the simple bod\ is not 
in its proper place. $s a conseTuence the simple sublunar\ bod\ is what it has to 
be when it is in its proper place but it is alread\ endowed with the corresponding 
power even when it is not in it. )ire for example alread\ possesses the capacit\ 
to be in the upward region even when it is on earth since its capacit\ to be 
above does not follow from its form alone but from its form and its location. 
3roperl\ speaNing the natural movement of the simple sublunar\ bod\ does 
not constitute its essential act but the path leading to its ontological realization.
,n accordance with these considerations in chapter  $vicenna explains that 
simple sublunar\ bodies when the\ are in their natural location are neither 
heav\ nor light. )or a simple bod\ is light or heav\ when it has an inclination 
(al-mayl) to move upwards or downwards. :hen it is in its natural location 
however it does not possess an\ inclination in act65. $ccordingl\ light and 
heav\ cannot be the form of the simple bod\. $lthough the\ are not merel\ 
accidents of simple bodies $vicenna maNes clear that the\ occur accidentall\ 
when the matter becomes hot or cold66.
$t the end of the above-Tuoted passage $vicenna states that this 
explanation enables us to eliminate the doubts ¶someone· raises on this issue. 
+e does not name the person he is referring to nor does he outline the terms 
of the doubts. ,n an insightful presentation $. +asnaoui pointed out that in 
the second chapter of the DCM $vicenna formulates his doctrine of inclination 
as an answer to the obMections raised b\ -ohn 3hiloponus without ever naming 
him67. ,f this is the case for this passage too $vicenna might be alluding to the 
obMection 3hiloponus raises against the demonstration of the eternit\ of motion 
established b\ $ristotle in Phys. 9,,, . 
$ccording to the main assumption at the basis of $ristotle·s argument an\ 
movement whatsoever that we can suppose to be the first one is preceded b\ 
another movement and the mobile possessing the corresponding potenc\ 
to move68. $gainst this argument in the sixth booN of the Contra Aristotelem, 
3hiloponus argues that elemental motion challenges this assumption of Phys. 
65 Ibid. p.  -.
66 Ibid. p.  -.
67 ,n this presentation (see n. ) $. +asnaoui provided some results of his ongoing research 
on the $rabic reception of 3hiloponus and the essential role that the latter pla\ed in ,slamic 
philosophical tradition. The importance of this research cannot be over-emphasized. 2n this 
issue see his groundbreaNing paper Ale[andre d’ApKrodise vs -ean 3Kilopon 1otes sur TuelTues traitps 
d’Ale[andre ´ perdusµ en Jrec conservps en arabe « $rabic Sciences and 3hilosoph\ »   pp. -.
68 See fragment  (ed. wIldberG) pp. -  cf. sImplIcIus In 3K\s. pp.   -  .
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9,,,  since in its case the mobile and the corresponding potenc\ to move do 
not pre-exist. ,n the case of fire for example the mobile that has the potenc\ 
to move upward is fire itself which did not exist before its own generation. $s 
for its potenc\ to move upward it does not pre-exist either  since fire comes 
to be and immediatel\ acTuires the potenc\ to move upward. ,n the case of 
elemental movement thus it is false that the mobile and the corresponding 
potenc\ temporall\ pre-exist this motion. Elemental movement therefore 
constitutes an exception to $ristotle·s assumption and a counterexample to his 
demonstration of the eternit\ of movement.
%\ switching from the notion of potenc\ to that of power and b\ assuming 
that the act of fire is not to move upwards but to be upwards $vicenna might tr\ 
to avoid the aforementioned difficult\. ,n fact if movement toward the natural 
place is ontologicall\ posterior to the form it can be considered as a sort of first 
actualit\ of the simple bod\ whose second actualit\ is rest in its natural place69. 
,nsofar as it is a first actualit\ natural movement presupposes the pre-existence 
of a corresponding potenc\ which is not present in the fire but in what fire comes 
to be from. $vicenna in other words would be rebutting 3hiloponus· obMection 
as Simplicius and al-)öröbƮ had done before him 70 namel\ b\ admitting that the 
capacit\ to move towards its natural place is a sort of second potentialit\ for the 
simple bod\ preceded b\ a first potentialit\ belonging to what the simple bod\ 
comes to be from71. 
,t is undeniable that 3hiloponus· criticism of elemental motion shapes the 
larger polemical setting of $vicenna·s doctrine. +is attacN against $ristotle·s 
doctrine of natural movement clearl\ constitutes the bacNground of $vicenna·s 
69 2n the doctrine of the double actualit\ in $lexander of $phrodisias 3hiloponus and 
$vicenna see hAsnAwI Ale[andre d’ApKrodise vs -ean 3Kilopon cit. and Id. La dpfinition du mouvement 
dans la 3h\siTue du əiföʾ d’Avicenne « $rabic Sciences and 3hilosoph\ »   pp. -.
70 This h\pothesis is confirmed b\ $verroes· LonJ &ommentar\ of Phys. , . There $verroes 
states that $vicenna interpreted Phys. ,  as al-)öröbƮ did. 2n the debate concerning the meaning 
of Phys. ,  see r. GlAsner Averroes’ Physics  a 7urninJ 3oint in 0edieval 1atural 3KilosopK\ 2xford 
8niversit\ 3ress 2xford   &. cerAmI L’pternel par soi Averroqs contre al-Fārābī sur les enMeu[ 
ppistpmoloJiTues de 3h\s. 9III  dans 3. bAkker ed. Averroes’ Natural Philosophy and its Reception in the 
Latin :est /euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  pp. -.
71 This does not necessaril\ prove that Simplicius· commentar\ on Phys. 9,,, was accessible 
to the $rabic readers of $ristotle (in favour of this h\pothesis see ,. bodnAr 0. chAse 0. shAre 
Simplicius On Aristotle’s 3h\sics - &ornell 8niversit\ 3ress ,thaca   0. chAse Philoponus’ 
&osmoloJ\ in tKe Arabic 7radition « 5echerches de Thpologie et 3hilosophie mpdipvales » / 
 pp. -). $s a matter of fact $vicenna could have used al-)öröbƮ·s treatise on &KanJinJ 
beinJs which itself could rel\ on $lexander·s commentar\ on Phys. 9,,, and its theor\ of ephesis 
(in favor of this h\pothesis see cerAmI L’éternel par soi cit. 2n $lexander notion of ephesis see 0. 
rAshed Alexandre d’Aphrodise : Commentaire perdu à la 3h\siTue d’Aristote (Livres I9-9III Les scKolies 
b\zantines (dition traduction et commentaire De *ru\ter %erlin - 1ew <orN  pp. -.
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doctrine that natural movement does not stem directl\ from the form and is in 
this sense farther removed from the ontological core of the simple bod\. Still 
subseTuent developments concerning the nature of the inclinator\ power seem 
to suggest that there is also a more specific polemical bacNground established 
in a properl\ $rabic context. This becomes clear from the last lines of the first 
chapter and from the next one in which $vicenna ascertains the unitar\ nature 
of the motive capacit\ and extends the same account to the celestial bod\. ,t is 
in these lines that $vicenna·s $rabic bacNground comes to light.
,n order to ascertain the motive capacit\·s unitar\ nature and to elucidate its 
connection with the bod\ it belongs to $vicenna first establishes a causal linN 
between the agent cause the power and the act of a simple bod\. +e declares 
that when the matter the agent cause and the power are one onl\ one act can 
follow. Two acts with opposite ends cannot belong to a single and simple bod\. 
This ³ $vicenna asserts ³ is indisputable : 
« $nd there must be no doubt concerning the impossibilit\ of the realization of 
actions whose ends72 are opposite when matter is one power is one and the agent 
cause is one. )or \ou Nnow that from a single power one single act proceeds and 
that a single natural act cannot but proceed from a single power »74. 
The natural act of a simple bod\ necessaril\ stems from a single unitar\ power 
and inversel\ the motive power of a simple bod\ cannot be at the origin of two 
opposite acts as in the case of the upward and downward motions of a simple 
bod\. )ire in virtue of its inclinator\ power cannot move upward and downward. 
,ts onl\ natural act is to move upwards when it is outside its natural place. 
$vicenna then specifies that this assumption does not mean that we cannot 
distinguish a generic and a specific aspect of this act and the corresponding 
power. 2n the contrar\ the acts liNe the powers of simple bodies differ from 
one another with respect to their species and share a form of generic unit\ :
« Thus if this natural act is one in genus liNe the downwards movement of water 
and earth these two movements are one in genus but not in species since the\ 
communicate and the\ differ b\ virtue of something essential to them. The\ 
share something since the\ move from the region of air following the direction 
opposite to the sphere. The\ differ since the end of each one of these two 
movements is not the same in species as the end of the other. $nd the power 
is one in genus but not in species. )or the power that is one in species reaches 
72 )ollowing the Teheran lithograph\ which transmits al-muḫtalifat al-Ƒā\āt.
 )ollowing again the Teheran lithograph\ which transmits al-fiʿl.
74 AvIcennA DCM p.  -.
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an end that is one in species. $nd75 when the natural act is one in species an 
end that is one in species is reached. )urthermore when the natural act is one 
in species its principle is one in species. $nd if its principle is one in genus the 
simple bod\ that shares with it the species of this movement does not share the 
specific cause but the generic cause as well as the generic power and it would 
differ b\ virtue of the addition of a differentia to its power. )or this differentia 
either specifies the power·s act or does it not. ,f it specifies it there is no sharing 
of the act·s species  if it does not specif\ it this addition would not be one of the 
power·s differentiae insofar as it is a power impl\ing a predication in the power 
but something accidental not a >real@ differentia »76.
$s in the previous lines $vicenna maintains that there is a causal linN 
between the principle the power and the act of a simple bod\. 2n this basis 
he confirms that we can infer the unitar\ nature of the principle and the bodil\ 
power from the unitar\ nature of the act. +e adds however that this unit\ can 
be either specific or generic. Thus from the fact that two acts belong to the 
same genus we can infer that the corresponding powers and principles share 
the same genus but not that the\ are also absolutel\ identical i.e. the same 
according to species as well. Two movements that apparentl\ have the same 
end as for example the movement of water and of earth toward the centre of 
the cosmos are onl\ genericall\ the same. )or their ends are not exactl\ i.e. 
specificall\ the same : water ends its course on the surface of the earth while 
earth does not stop until it arrives at the centre of the cosmos.
Two assumptions therefore support $vicenna·s conception : ) the unitar\ 
nature of the principle and of the power of a simple bod\ can be inferred from 
the unitar\ nature of its natural movement  ) natural movements have species 
and genus  the species of the natural movement is determined b\ its end-point 
while its genus is defined b\ its path. %\ maNing these assumptions $vicenna can 
conclude that one and onl\ one unitar\ power corresponds to each simple bod\ ; 
for each natural movement is essentiall\ determined b\ the natural location of 
each simple bod\ Must as we can infer the existence of a corresponding unitar\ 
power from the unitar\ character of each natural movement.
This is the conclusion $vicenna finall\ draws. The entire argument and its 
two assumptions reveal $vicenna·s ultimate purpose as well as the source of his 
development. ,n fact the idea that the natural movements of the simple bodies 
have a genus and a species liNe the idea that the proper location of the simple 
sublunar\ bodies defines the species of their natural movement constitute 
the primar\ tools which al-)öröbƮ uses to dismiss 3hiloponus· refutation of 
75 )ollowing the Teheran lithograph\ which transmits Za
76 AvIcennA DCM pp.   -  .
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the special nature of the celestial bod\. ,n this case too let us brieÁ\ recall the 
$ristotelian argument at issue as well as 3hiloponus· criticisms and then go on 
to consider al-)öröbƮ·s reaction to 3hiloponus.
$ristotle demonstrates the incorruptibilit\ of the fifth element in DC , 
-. The main argument supporting this tenet is based on the assumption of 
a one-to-one correspondence between the simple movements and the five 
simple bodies. $ristotle argues that there are onl\ three simple movements : 
rectilinear (downward and upward) and circular77. +e maintains that to each 
simple movement must correspond Must one simple bod\ and infers that onl\ a 
fifth simple bod\ could be characterized b\ circular movement since the four 
sublunar\ bodies move b\ nature either downward or upward. +e concludes that 
this fifth bod\ is incorruptible since the circular movement has no contraries 
and cannot have a beginning or an end. 
$s for the doctrine of the eternit\ of movement 3hiloponus· strateg\ for 
dismissing $ristotle·s argument consists in pointing out an exception to one of 
its assumptions. This assumption is precisel\ the one-to-one correspondence 
between simple bodies and simple natural movements. 3hiloponus retorts that 
this correspondence is refuted b\ the ver\ fact that two simple bodies can share 
the same movement. $ir and fire for example move b\ nature upward as earth 
and water move b\ nature downward. The one-to-one correspondence is thus 
rebutted and so is $ristotle·s entire demonstration78.
$l-)öröbƮ reacts against 3hiloponus· attacN in his AJainst -oKn tKe *rammarian 
(al-radd ʿalā <aƤ\ā al-naƤZī)79. +e dismisses 3hiloponus· obMection b\ arguing 
that the movement of air and fire is not strictl\ speaNing the same Nind of 
movement. ,n fact although the two bodies are directed towards the upper 
region of the cosmos their movements differ in species insofar as the\ are 
oriented towards two different places of this region. The two movements in 
this sense differ from one another because of the diversit\ of their end-points :
« :hat >3hiloponus@ has said about air and fire and earth and water ³ that their 
movement is one in species ³ is false. The case is not as he states. )or the place 
of water is different from the place of earth and similarl\ the place of air is 
different from the place of fire. 0ovement is one in species onl\ when the end 
77 The existence of these two simple movements is inferred from the existence of two simple 
lines : the straight line and the circular line.
78 sImplIcIus In DC p.  and ff.
79 )or the $rabic text see 0. mAhdI 7Ke Arabic 7e[t of Alfarabi’s AJainst -oKn tKe *rammarian in 
S. $. hAnnA ed. Medieval and Middle Eastern Studies in Honor of Aziz Suryal Atiya %rill /eiden  
pp. -. )or a stud\ of this text and an English translation see ,d. Alfarabi aJainst 3Kiloponus 
« Journal of Near Eastern Studies »   pp. -.
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pertaining to place is an end that is one in species and when the place pertaining 
to both >elements@ is one in species. ,f however the place of water and of earth 
is not one in species then their movements are not one in species. Similarl\ the 
place of air and of fire are different in species therefore their movements are 
different in species »80.
,n the following lines al-)öröbƮ states even more explicitl\ that the end-
point of a natural movement identified with a specific region of the cosmos 
constitutes a part of the definition of natural movement :
« >T@he essence of movement is >constituted@ b\ the thing that taNes place through 
the movement and b\ the goal at which what moves arrives b\ its movement. The 
same is true of the argument concerning fire and air. )or the two places to which 
the\ move differ in species  one ma\ be deceived about them onl\ because when 
the\ move awa\ from the place of earth the\ traverse a certain distance together »81.
$l-)öröbƮ·s riposte to 3hiloponus is thus based on the idea that the direction 
of natural movement can onl\ determine its genus but not its species. ,t is 
the limit of a natural movement i.e. the natural place of each element that 
determines its species. The upward movements of fire and air are genericall\ 
one but not specificall\ the same since the\ are specified b\ their respective 
end-points. The one-to-one correspondence between simple natural movements 
and simple bodies is thus secured and so is $ristotle·s entire demonstration of 
the special nature of the fifth bod\82.
This ver\ same idea as we have seen is behind $vicenna·s doctrine stating 
that the natural movement of each simple bod\ as its inclinator\ power displa\s 
a generic and a specific aspect. )rom this and be\ond what al-)öröbƮ advocates 
80 mAhdI, Alfarabi aJainst 3Kiloponus cit. p.   $rabic text in Id. The Arabic text of Alfarabi’s cit. 
p. .
81 mAhdI, Alfarabi aJainst 3Kiloponus cit. p.   $rabic text in Id. The Arabic text of Alfarabi’s cit. 
p. .
82 ,t would be mistaNen to assume that al-)öröbƮ·s refutation of 3hiloponus· counterarguments 
is ipso facto a demonstration of the eternit\ of the world and that according to him $ristotle·s aim 
in the DC is to establish the eternit\ of the world. $s a good $ristotelian al-)öröbƮ is ver\ well aware 
that $ristotle does not demonstrate the eternit\ of the world in the DC but the special nature of 
the fifth bod\ (i.e. the fact that it moves b\ nature in a circle and therefore that it does not possess 
heaviness or lightness and that it is ungenerated indestructible and exempt from increase and 
alteration). Still al-)öröbƮ·s refutation of 3hiloponus is not simpl\ a dialectical exercise but one 
step in a larger argument. The ver\ complicated issues of how the eternit\ of the world can be 
demonstrated according to $rabic thinNers and if and how the\ were able to reconcile the theor\ 
of aether with that of the divine creation of the heavens do not pertain to the present stud\. )or an 
overview of the first issue see &. cerAmI 7Ke (ternit\ of tKe :orld in 5. tay/2r l. lopeZ fArJAt eds. The 
the de caelo et mundo of avicenna’s .i7ā% al-šifāʾ 
$vicenna concludes that the powers of the simple bodies are genericall\ one 
but specificall\ different. ,n chapter  he does not explicitl\ adopt this device 
against 3hiloponus and his followers. This however is more clearl\ carried 
out in the following chapter. ,n chap.  in fact $vicenna pursues the stud\ of 
simple primar\ powers. +e confirms the need to distinguish between a generic 
and specific aspect of natural movements and of simple powers and extends this 
same scheme to circular movement . 
$ppl\ing the frameworN established in chap.  to circular celestial movements 
$vicenna claims that in the case of these motions too we can distinguish a generic 
and a specific aspect. &ircular motions with different orientations and different 
locations must be regarded as genericall\ the same but specificall\ different : 
« The bodies that have in their natures a circular inclination are either man\ or one. 
)or the\ constitute a genus opposite b\ nature to >that of@ bodies moving b\ nature 
in a rectilinear wa\ Must as \ou have realized from the previous explanations. 
+owever if >these bodies@ reTuire in addition a different natural place and a 
different directions in motion it is appropriate that the\ differ in species »84.
$vicenna states plainl\ that there is one genus for circular celestial motions 
according to which the\ all differ from rectilinear motions and several species 
determined b\ the movements· different inclinations. The same scheme is thus 
operative in sublunar\ and in supralunar\ natural movements. &ircular motions 
(and the corresponding powers) share the same genus but differ from each 
other (liNe their corresponding powers) in their species.
$s in chap.  $vicenna affirms here that the distinction of one genus and 
several species of circular motions enables the obMection of an anon\mous 
opponent to be reMected. The opponent·s criticism is not addressed directl\ 
against the $ristotelian doctrine but against those who infer the diversit\ of 
the nature of the four simple bodies from the diversit\ of their movements. ,t 
consists in accusing them of not also having inferred the different nature of 
the celestial bodies from the different celestial movements. $ccording to the 
opponent in other words it is not consistent to assume that there are four 
5outledJe &ompanion in Arabic 3KilosopK\ 5outledge 1ew <orN  pp. - where the relevant 
literature is Tuoted. &oncerning the second issue see 0. chAse &reation in Islam from tKe 4ur’ān to 
al-Fārābī ibid. pp. - with bibliograph\. 2n al-)öröbƮ·s position in particular see D. JAnos 
0etKod 6tructure and 'evelopment in al-Fārābī’s &osmoloJ\ %rill /eiden - %oston .
 &f. AvIcennA Physics ,,,. -. $vicenna has alread\ pointed out that three genera of natural 
motions are to be posited : the genus of what moves from the middle the genus of what moves 
towards the middle and the genus of what moves around the middle. +ere however he maintains 
that there are several species in each of these genera.
84 AvIcennA DCM p.  -.
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sublunar\ simple bodies which liNe their simple movements are genericall\ the 
same and specificall\ different but not to assume the same for the fifth bod\. ,n 
fact since there are several celestial movements wh\ not admit that there are 
also several celestial natures instead of a single fifth one ? 
« Thus >bodies@ moving toward the middle (al-Zasaɡ) constitute one genus while 
those moving from the middle constitute another genus differing from the first 
one. +owever if the\ are in addition different in nature so that one reTuires some 
natural place above or below the other and one moves farther awa\ while another 
approaches and one maintains its own inclination while the other loses it and 
this belongs to them b\ nature then these >bodies@ differ in species b\ nature. This 
therefore eliminates the >supposed@ inconsistenc\ of the one who claims : ´wh\ did 
\ou all postulate (awƏabtum) a difference in the natures of the bodies in virtue of 
a difference in their movements and then maNe (ǧaʿaltum) the spheres one single 
fifth natureµ " The fact is that we do not maNe it (lam naǧʿalKā) one in species »85. 
The adversar\·s attacN is not full\ developed but its main tenet becomes clear 
in the light of $vicenna·s anal\sis. $ccording to the opponent it is nonsensical to 
assume the genus/species distinction for the sublunar\ natural movements but 
not for the supralunar\ ones and hence it is also inconsistent to infer on the basis 
of this argument the existence of one special celestial nature. )or according to 
the one-to-one correspondence between movement and nature and the motion·s 
genus/species distinction one should assume that there are Must as man\ celestial 
natures as circular movements and not Must one single fifth nature. 
:hat is at issue then is the one-to-one correspondence between simple 
movements and simple bodies and the existence of a fifth ¶special· nature. The 
ultimate target of the criticism however is not $ristotle but al-)öröbƮ. ,t is 
not $ristotle·s original argument that is under attacN but al-)öröbƮ·s answer to 
3hiloponus stating that the sublunar\ simple movements are the same according 
to their genus but different according to their species. ,t is this thesis that the 
opponent accuses of inconsistenc\ and against it that he concludes that it is 
absurd to infer from it the existence of one single fifth nature. This is clear from 
$vicenna·s answer  since he tells us that it is in order to dismiss this obMection 
that he extends the genus/species distinction to the celestial movements and 
claims that there are several species of celestial movements but one single genus 
for them all. The one-to-one correspondence is therefore secured and hence the 
existence of a special Nind of simple bod\. %\ adapting al-)öröbƮ·s scheme to the 
celestial movements in fact $vicenna can conclude that there is still one single 
fifth nature even if it is one in Jenus while different in species. 
85 Ibid p.  -.
the de caelo et mundo of avicenna’s .i7ā% al-šifāʾ 
$ccording to this reconstruction therefore we can conclude that even if 
the obMection is clearl\ a result of 3hiloponus· criticism against $ristotle it 
was necessaril\ raised after the composition of al-)öröbƮ·s treatise. ,n fact the 
genus/species distinction is not attacNed in an\ of 3hiloponus· criticisms simpl\ 
because this is al-)öröbƮ·s new argument. ,n this sense it is not incongruous to 
speaN of a neo-3hiloponan critic. 
%efore tr\ing to provide a more specific profile of this neo-3hiloponan 
opponent and in order to underline the significance of $vicenna·s development 
some remarNs are needed. )irst of all b\ claiming that « we do not maNe >the 
celestial spheres@ one in species » $vicenna places himself in a single lineage 
that goes bacN to $ristotle through al-)öröbƮ. This is true not merel\ because he 
maNes al-)öröbƮ·s thesis his own but more importantl\ because he implements 
it and uses it as did al-)öröbƮ against an opponent of $ristotle·s doctrine. 
Secondl\ as in the case of the sublunar\ natural movements $vicenna goes 
be\ond what al-)öröbƮ explicitl\ states. ,n fact he infers from the existence of 
several circular movements which are specificall\ different but genericall\ 
the same the existence of several natures and several powers which are 
specificall\ different but genericall\ the same. This is the ultimate conclusion 
of the regressive argument $vicenna puts forward : celestial bodies and their 
corresponding powers belong to some single fifth nature but onl\ according 
to their genus since according to their species each one of them constitutes 
one single nature and possesses one single power. Thus as in the case of the 
sublunar\ simple bodies $vicenna can conclude that one unitar\ specific power 
belongs to one single celestial bod\ but he can also conclude that this celestial 
nature is a fifth nature i.e. genericall\ different from the sublunar\ one. 
,n the waNe of $ristotle·s DC therefore the second chapter of the DCM finall\ 
proves that the nature of the celestial bod\ is different from the natures of the 
sublunar\ ones. +owever $vicenna·s strateg\ consists in considering as far as 
possible the five simple bodies from one single perspective i.e. with respect to 
their simple power. The entire chapter if not the DCM as a whole thus shows 
that $vicenna·s proMect lies halfwa\ between the intention of setting up a unitar\ 
frameworN for all simple bodies and a strong anti-3hiloponan concern. 
$nother passage of $vicenna·s worN confirms this h\pothesis and provides 
supplementar\ evidences about his opponent. +ere too $vicenna strives to 
maintain $ristotle·s cosmological underpinnings while taNing into account the 
new potentiall\ threatening theories. ,n this case too what is at staNe is the 
existence of natural movements that remain in a one-to-one correspondence to 
simple bodies and hence the existence of a fifth simple nature. 
$fter having admitted in the first chapter the genus/species distinction in 
the motive powers $vicenna admits as does $ristotle that natural movements 
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in a cosmological perspective are defined b\ a fixed coordinate s\stem86. Simple 
bodies moving naturall\ in a rectilinear wa\ move towards or awa\ from the 
centre of the universe (al-Zasaɡ) while bodies moving naturall\ in a circular wa\ 
revolve around this same centre. ,n the same context however $vicenna also 
endorses 3tolem\·s models of epic\cles and eccentrics and specifies that not all 
celestial movements have the centre of the universe as their centre87. ,n order to 
maintain these a priori opposed astronomical theses $vicenna follows the same 
strateg\ brought to light earlier : as far as possible he extends the frameworN 
used to account for natural rectilinear motions to celestial movements. 
)irst $vicenna claims that we can admit that two simple bodies water and 
earth for example move towards the centre of the universe even if onl\ one of 
them reaches it :
« /et it be Nnown88 that what moves from the middle need not inevitabl\ move 
from the ver\ middle (min ʿa\n al-Zasaɡ) onl\. )or if it moves from another place 
while moving b\ its movement farther awa\ from the middle it nevertheless 
moves awa\ from89 the middle90. /iNewise what moves toward the middle is not 
that which b\ its movement inevitabl\ terminates at the ver\ middle for even 
if b\ its movement it >onl\@ approaches91 the middle >without reaching it@ it is 
something that moves toward the middle. ,ndeed not ever\thing that moves 
towards something reaches >it@92 ».
:ater actuall\ moves towards the centre of the universe even if the latter is not 
its end-point but is instead the end-point of the movement of earth. $ccording to al-
)öröbƮ·s scheme in fact the movements of water and earth are specificall\ different 
although as rectilinear natural movements the\ all share the same genus.
$vicenna then explains that in an analogous wa\ we can admit that a 
celestial bod\ revolves around the centre of the universe even if the latter is 
not the centre of its circular path :
86 Ibid. p.  -.
87 , wish to thanN $. +asnaoui and -. 0c*innis for having shared their respective translation of 
the following passage. $n\ possible mistaNe is mine.
88 )ollowing the Teheran lithograph\ which transmits fa-l-yuʿlam.
89 )ollowing the Teheran lithograph\ the manuscript %ibl. 1ac.  and the /atin transla-
tion which transmit ʿan al-Zasaɡ. 
90 ,f fire for example which moves b\ nature awa\ from the centre of the universe starts its 
upward movement in the region of air and not on earth it nevertheless moves ¶awa\ from the 
middle·.
91 )ollowing the Teheran lithograph\ the manuscript %ibl. 1ac.  and the /atin transla-
tion which transmit in Nāna.
92 :ater for example ¶moves toward the middle· even if its natural place namel\ the place 
where its movement stops is not the ver\ centre of the universe.
 AvIcennA DCM p.  -.
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 « $s for what moves around the middle the middle need not inevitabl\ be 
its centre (markaz)94. )or even if >the middle@ is not the centre >of its circular 
movement@ but is inside it then this >bod\@ is something that moves around 
the middle since it moves in a wa\ about it (ƤaZlaKū)  with the exception of one 
>bod\@ in particular among those that move around the middle namel\95 the 
one which delimits the whole since >in this case@ the middle is its centre96. $s 
for what is other than that one >bod\@ the centre of the circular bod\ moving 
around the middle ma\ not be the middle of the movement of the bod\ moving 
toward the middle and from the middle97. >This centre@ is thus not that with 
respect to which is determined the middle which maNes the natural directions 
for rectilinear movements »98.
%\ distinguishing the geometrical notion of centre (markaz) from the ph\sical 
notion of centre of the universe i.e. ¶middle· (Zasaɡ) $vicenna can claim that a 
planet revolving around the centre of an epic\cle does not have the centre of the 
universe as the centre of its movement but that it still moves about it (ƤaZlaKū). 
Since the epic\cle·s centre moves along a deferent which contains the centre 
of the universe the planet itself can be said to move around the centre of the 
universe for following the path of the deferent the planet sometimes comes 
closer to and sometimes moves farther awa\ from this centre. ,n this sense we 
can sa\ that it moves about it. The onl\ bod\ that necessaril\ has the centre of 
the universe as its proper centre $vicenna concludes is the last sphere. 
$vicenna adds that this consideration must not lead to the conclusion that 
the planet moving along the epic\cle moves towards or awa\ from the centre of 
the universe as the simple sublunar\ bodies do. )or $vicenna claims the planet 
does not tend essentially towards that proximit\ or remoteness :
« ,f what moves moves about (ƤaZla) this middle while the latter is not its centre 
it happens to >this bod\@ to be sometimes closer to it sometimes farther awa\ 
from it. This however is not because >the bod\@ moves toward the middle or 
awa\ from the middle since it does not essentiall\ tend b\ its movement toward 
this proximit\ and remoteness. 5ather it simpl\ moves and is on its orbit \et 
one part of its orbit happens to be nearer to the abovementioned middle and one 
part is farther Must as the parts >of@ its orbit are near to or far from a potentiall\ 
94 ,.e. the centre of its circular movement. 
95 )ollowing the Teheran lithograph\ which transmits ZaKāŏa.
96 The last sphere has necessaril\ the centre of the universe as the centre of its circular 
movement.
97 ,.e. the centre of all celestial concentric spheres as well as of the four sublunar\ bodies 
which move toward and from the centre of the universe in the above-mentioned wa\.
98 AvIcennA DCM pp.   -  .
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almost infinite number of >other@ things while it does not move towards them 
b\ primar\ intention. 2n the contrar\ the primar\ intention with respect to 
its movement is the preservation of its orbit >which@ then entails this >other 
phenomenon@. $nd if that happened b\ primar\ intention >the bod\@ would 
stop once it reached what was intended and never depart from it but it would 
move toward it from the nearest distance namel\ the straight line not along a 
deviation. +owever this proximit\ and this remoteness are not accidental to the 
whole of what moves around the middle >«@ »99.
$vicenna manages to reconcile the $ristotelian and 3tolemaic astronom\ 
b\ appealing to the distinction between primar\ and secondar\ intention. 
The planet·s getting closer to the centre of the universe does not constitute its 
primar\ goal  it is not the result of a primar\ intention. ,f this were the case 
when it arrived at the closest distance from that centre the planet would reach 
it following the shortest path namel\ the straight line and never depart from 
it. Still $vicenna concludes this getting closer is not purel\ accidental either at 
least as far as the whole movement is concerned.
$lthough $vicenna·s explanation is based more on an analog\ then on 
an identit\ his strateg\ is the same as in the previous argument : the same 
scheme applies to natural rectilinear movement as to natural circular motion. 
The centre of the universe is alwa\s the point of reference for both Ninds of 
motion i.e. rectilinear and circular natural motions either in a primar\ or in a 
secondar\ sense. ,n the case of earth·s downwards motion as in the case of the 
last sphere·s circular movement the centre of the universe is the primar\ point 
of reference  while in the case of water·s downward movement as in the case of 
the planet·s circular movement along the deferent the centre of the universe is 
onl\ secondaril\ the point of reference.
,n the case of this argument too $vicenna maNes clear that the doctrine 
at issue is attacNed b\ some people who seem to obMect that circular celestial 
movements are real movements toward and awa\ from the centre of the 
universe : 
« ,f that is the case and there is neither something distinct that moves100 nor a 
movement that is b\ itself toward some direction which the bod\ would move to101 
b\ primar\ intention how would there be a real movement toward the middle or 
from the middle to the point that some of those near to the &hristian communit\ 
99 AvIcennA DCM p.  -.
100 )ollowing the Teheran lithograph\ the manuscript %ibl. 1ac.  and the /atin translation 
which seems to transmit mutama\\izun
101 )ollowing the Teheran lithograph\.
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(baʿŐu al-mutaTarribīna ilā al-ʿāmmati min al-naɓārā)102 could recNon it as foolish 
while being conscious ».
The opponent·s doubt is considerabl\ abridged but here too its main 
tenet is clear from the context of $vicenna·s presentation. %\ Tuestioning the 
universalit\ of the homocentric s\stem the 3tolemaic discoveries contribute 
new arguments against $ristotle·s cosmolog\. ,f the centre of the universe is 
no longer the absolute point of reference of the circular celestial movements 
the ver\ existence of a natural downwards/upwards movement liNe that of a 
natural circular motion around the centre and hence the existence of a fifth 
special nature are also unreasonable. ,ntegrated within the new scientific 
context this criticism thus constitutes another piece of evidence substantiating 
the existence of a neo-3hiloponan opponent. The obMection in fact onl\ applies 
if we admit the 3tolemaic astronomical model. 
$t the end of the passage $vicenna provides supplementar\ information 
about the anon\mous opponent. ,n reaction to this latter·s criticism $vicenna 
seems to repl\ that the opponent himself acNnowledges that his obMection is not 
decisive while scoffing at $ristotle·s doctrine. ,n so doing $vicenna accuses his 
opponent of adopting a polemical posture  for the latter Nnows how to escape 
his own obMection and decides notwithstanding to attacN $ristotle·s doctrine. 
,t is not eas\ to understand what according to $vicenna the opponent is 
aware of. ,t is not unliNel\ that $vicenna is alluding to the solution he has Must 
offered according to which the model of deferents and epic\cles still ensured 
a real form of homocentric cosmolog\. %e that as it ma\ $vicenna·s riposte 
provides further unambiguous data concerning the identit\ of his opponent. %\ 
claiming that the opponent is part of a group of people « near to the &hristian 
communit\ » $vicenna provides two essential pieces of information. )irst of all 
we can exclude that $vicenna is alluding to 3hiloponus since this latter was not 
Must ¶near· the &hristian communit\ but a full member of it. /iNewise we can 
infer that $vicenna·s opponent belongs to the $rabic cultural milieu and that he 
was probabl\ one of his contemporaries. 
$nother obMection which $vicenna Tuotes literall\ in chap.  lends weight 
to this h\pothesis104. $vicenna tacNles it while stud\ing the disposition of the 
stars. This time the anon\mous· criticism is addressed directl\ against the 
¶3eripatetics·. ,t consists in a clearer reformulation of 3hiloponus· argument to 
102 2r less plausibl\ « some &hristians near to the crowd ».
 AvIcennA DCM p.  -. 2r alternativel\ « but this is something well Nnown » reading wa-
KuZa \uɐʿiru. , wish to thanN 0ichael &hase for this suggestion.
104 Ibid pp.   -  . 
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the effect that the visible nature of the celestial bodies necessaril\ implies their 
tangible nature105. The author rephrases 3hiloponus· argument b\ deplo\ing 
the formal analog\ supporting it : « sight is to touch what the obMect of sight 
is to the obMect of touch ». Setting aside the detail of $vicenna·s repl\ what is 
worth noting for us is that in this case as in the previous criticism $vicenna 
reproaches his opponent for his two-faced posture : 
« :hat we sa\ in response to this spurious fallac\ which its author has doubtless 
decided to taNe over arbitraril\ is as follows >«@ » (transl. 0. 5ashed)106.
$vicenna implies that his opponent acNnowledges that 3hiloponus· obMection 
is groundless but that he deliberatel\ consents to it. These are sufficient 
elements to assign this obMection if not to the same author then at least to the 
same philosophical tendenc\.
%ringing together all the evidence gathered so far and even if the 
identification of $vicenna·s opponent demands further research we can 
provisionall\ conclude that the latter was an $rabic thinNer active not before 
the first half of the th centur\. ,ndeed the first obMection examined shows that 
the opponent presupposed the solution provided in al-)öröbƮ·s treatise AJainst 
-oKn tKe *rammarian while the second one suggests that he was either a 0uslim 
or a &hristian member of the $rabic cultural communit\. )urthermore the Tuite 
severe tone of $vicenna·s answers suggests that he was one of his contemporaries. 
TaNen together these data allow us to rule out some names and to point 
to some others as possible candidates. $mong the $rab critics of $ristotle·s 
doctrine we Nnow from al-4ifɡƮ107 that $bɫ +öɐim al-Ɯubböʾi composed a worN 
against $ristotle·s DC. $lthough it is possible that $bɫ +öɐim was acTuainted 
with al-)öröbƮ·s response to 3hiloponus and that $vicenna had still access to 
his worN it is highl\ implausible that $vicenna should describe him as someone 
near to the &hristian communit\. $mong $vicenna·s well-Nnown polemical 
targets $bɫ %aNr al-5özƮ could also be a possible candidate. $vicenna attacNs 
him b\ name several times notabl\ in the context of the discussion of $ristotle·s 
doctrine of the eternit\ of the world. The above examined obMections though 
suppose a Neener interest in $ristotle·s DC that does not fit well with al-5özƮ·s 
intellectual posture. 
,f we consider $vicenna·s contemporaries who directl\ tacNled the DC with 
an anti-$ristotelian attitude two other names emerge as more plausible : $bɫ 
105 2n this argument see rAshed The Problem of the Composition cit. p. 41 and ff.
106 AvIcennA DCM p.  -.
107 Ibn Al-Q,)ɥī Taʾrīḫ al-ƤuNamāʾ p. .
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5a\Ƥön 0uƤammad ibn $Ƥmad al-%ƮrɫnƮ and $bɫ al-)araƏ ʿ$bd $llöh ibn al-
ɥa\\ib. /et us consider the elements supporting the identification of $vicenna·s 
opponent with either the former or the latter.
The famous correspondence between $vicenna and al-%ƮrɫnƮ attests to 
a fervent debate between the two thinNers on issues pertaining to $ristotle·s 
DC108. :e are aware of two sets of Tuestions that al-%ƮrɫnƮ addressed to $vicenna 
(ten grouped in a first set eight in a second one). :e do not possess the original 
version of al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s Tuestions but $vicenna·s summar\ as well as $bɫ SaʿƮd 
AƤmad ibn ʿAlƮ al-MaʿɓɫmƮ·s summar\ of al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s replies can provide a 
reliable picture of his standpoint. 
,n the introductor\ lines of his first answers $vicenna informs us that al-
%ƮrɫnƮ asNed him to elucidate some of $ristotle·s statements in the al-6amāʾ wa-
l-ʿālam which al-%ƮrɫnƮ himself found ¶problematic·109. )ar from asNing for a 
merel\ exegetical explanation al-%ƮrɫnƮ provides doubts on $ristotle·s doctrine 
b\ appealing to more or less fundamental obMections. ,n several of them he 
harshl\ criticizes $ristotle but also upholds some of his tenets and confesses 
his admiration for his insight. ,n $vicenna·s reformulation none of al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s 
criticisms perfectl\ matches the obMections faced in the DCM. 1evertheless 
$vicenna·s answers as well as al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s responses summarized b\ al-MaʿɓɫmƮ 
contain some elements that bring these obMections close to those of the DCM. $ 
detailed examination of this outstanding text is be\ond the limits of the present 
paper. , will limit m\self to pinpointing these elements of resemblance and 
consider to what extent the\ shed light on the DCM·s polemical bacNground.
$mong the eighteen Tuestions addressed to $vicenna four are particularl\ 
interesting for our purpose : the first two of the first set pertaining to the 
absence of heaviness and lightness in the celestial bod\ and to its eternit\ 
respectivel\ the fifth one of the first set pertaining to the uniTueness of the 
world and the second one of the second series concerning the natural character 
of the movements of the simple sublunar\ bodies. 
,n the first Tuestion al-%ƮrɫnƮ asNs $vicenna wh\ Aristotle asserted (aZǧaba) 
that the heavenl\ bodies have neither lightness nor heaviness and wh\ he 
denied that heavenl\ bodies move toward and awa\ from the centre110. ,n 
108 Al-bIrunI And Ibn sInA, Al-AsʾilaK Za’l-AMZibaK (4uestions and AnsZers. ,ncluding the further 
answers of al-%ivrnv and al-0aʿsmv·s defense of ,bn Svnk eds. s. h. nAsr m. mohAGheGh +igh 
&ouncil of &ulture and $rt Tehran Sh/ (hereafter AvIcennA-bIrunI Questions and Answers). 
English translation in 5. berJAk 0. IQbAl Ibn 6īnā-al-%īrūnī &orrespondence « Islam & Science » / 
 pp. - / pp. - ; ibid /  pp. - / pp. - ; ibid /  pp. 
- / pp.² ; ibid. /  pp. - ; ibid. /  pp. -.
109 AvIcennA-bIrunI Questions and Answers p.  -.
110 Ibid p.  -.
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spelling out his Tuestion al-%ƮrɫnƮ first obMects that the absence of movement 
toward and awa\ from the centre in the celestial bodies is not due to the fact 
that the\ are neither light nor heav\ as $ristotle·s statements seem to impl\. +e 
then provides his own explanation : the celestial bod\ does not move away from 
the centre of the universe because there is no place outside the cosmos and it 
does not move toward this same centre because its parts are interconnected. ,n 
this sense contrar\ to what $ristotle states nothing prevents us from admitting 
that the celestial bod\ is the ¶lightest· body111.
$vicenna solves al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s first difficult\ b\ appealing to the doctrine 
previousl\ examined in the DCM according to which a bod\ is light onl\ when 
it is not in its natural place. +e first states that if the celestial bod\ were light it 
would not be in its natural place  for a bod\ is defined as light in act when it moves 
towards its natural place and not when it is in it. +e then argues that the celestial 
bod\ is not in its natural place an\where else than where it is and concludes 
therefore that the celestial bod\ is not light in act112. &learl\ enough then the 
claim that inclination does not belong actuall\ to the simple bod\ in its final 
state presented in the DCM as solving ¶someone·s· doubts is here explicitl\ used 
to respond to al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s Tuestion. This fact does not disprove that $vicenna·s 
doctrine targets eventuall\ 3hiloponus· criticisms but it highlights the existence 
of a supplementar\ level of discussion within this same polemical bacNground. 
,n the second Tuestion alluding to DC ,  and ,,  al-%ƮrɫnƮ asNs $vicenna 
wh\ $ristotle considered his predecessors· testimonies concerning the 
immutabilit\ of the heavens to be a strong argument for its perpetuit\. The 
Tuestion aims ultimatel\ at challenging the eternit\ of the universe. $l-%ƮrɫnƮ 
contests that ancient testimonies are not reliable on this point and implies that 
claiming the contrar\ is nothing but sophistr\. 
,n answering this Tuestion $vicenna first maNes clear that the appeal to the 
ancient testimonies is part of $ristotle·s dialectical strateg\ and that it does not 
constitute his real argument in favour of the eternit\ of the cosmos. +e then 
blames al-%ƮrɫnƮ for raising an obMection similar to those raised b\ 3hiloponus 
ignoring the fact that the latter actuall\ agrees with $ristotle on this point as 
his commentaries testif\114. +e concludes his answer b\ harshl\ condemning al-
%ƮrɫnƮ·s violent stance against $ristotle115. 
111 Ibid pp.   -  .
112 Ibid. pp.   -  .
 AvIcennA-bIrunI Questions and Answers pp.   -  .
114 ,t is worth noting that $vicenna here mentions 3hiloponus· commentar\ on $ristotle·s *& 
2n $vicenna·s idea that 3hiloponus does not reall\ wish to criticize $ristotle cf. al-0aʿɓɫmƮ repl\ 
to al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s obMection ibid pp.   -  .
115 Ibid p.  -. 
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The overall tone of $vicenna·s answer thus attests a certain agreement 
between the criticisms b\ al-%ƮrɫnƮ and 3hiloponus. $l-%ƮrɫnƮ·s repl\ goes in 
the same direction insofar as it attests both his acTuaintance with 3hiloponus· 
texts in all probabilit\ the Contra Proclum and the Contra Aristotelem and his 
commitment to a critical stance against $ristotle. $l-%ƮrɫnƮ replies in fact 
that it is not 3hiloponus who should be accused of taNing a two-faced stance 
as $vicenna implies but $ristotle. +e then recommends that $vicenna maNe a 
closer stud\ of 3hiloponus· personal treatises notabl\ the Contra Proclum and 
the Contra Aristotle and not Must his commentaries on $ristotle·s booNs116. 
The fifth Tuestion provides supplementar\ elements concerning al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s 
reMection of $ristotle·s theor\ of elemental natural movement. :hat it at issue 
is the idea that there is onl\ one world whether made up of the same simple 
bodies as our present world or of different natures. $l-%ƮrɫnƮ warns that this 
assumption as well as $ristotle·s claim that an\ supposed different world must 
be constituted b\ simple bodies of the same Nind put *od·s absolute power into 
Tuestion. This is clear from his repl\ to $vicenna·s answer where al-%ƮrɫnƮ 
states that if $vicenna is not willing to admit that *od can create two separate 
worlds with distinct centres and peripheries he is not willing to assume that the 
movements from the centre and toward the peripher\ are distinct movements 
belonging to onl\ one genus (ǧins). +e ends his repl\ b\ granting that his opinion 
can be assimilated on this point to the %asrians· opinion which as he attests 
$vicenna defined as a Sophism117.
The second Tuestion of the second set attests the same critical assessment of 
$ristotle·s theor\ of natural movements and proves that al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s doubts echo 
difficulties embedded in a larger polemical context. $l-%ƮrɫnƮ asNs $vicenna 
whether the doctrine of ¶the person· asserting that all simple sublunar\ elements 
move downward is more reliable than the doctrine defended b\ $ristotle that 
fire and air move upwards while water and earth move downward118. 
$vicenna answers that the case of fire invalidates this person·s assumption. $s 
such fire cannot be said to moving toward the centre because it never reaches it. 
,n fact onl\ a bod\ that reaches a certain end moves strictl\ speaNing toward it119. 
$gainst $vicenna·s opinion al-%ƮrɫnƮ espouses the first doctrine. +e relates 
that once he had received $vicenna·s answer he Tuestioned the author of doctrine 
as to how to repl\. The latter according to al-%ƮrɫnƮ confirmed against $ristotle·s 
model that all bodies move toward the centre and explained that the reason wh\ 
116 Ibid pp.   -  . 
117 Ibid pp.   -  .
118 Ibid pp.   -  .
119 Ibid pp.   -  .
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some elements such as fire do not reach the centre although the\ move toward 
it is that the\ are hindered b\ others that occup\ the inner region120.
$ll four of al-%ƮrɫnƮ·s Tuestions thus attest the existence of a heated debate 
concerning $ristotle·s doctrine of elemental natural movement. The\ also 
show that $vicenna uses the doctrines provided in the DCM to oppose an anti-
$ristotelian $rabic tendenc\ that he assimilates to 3hiloponus· criticism. 
)urthermore although $vicenna shows great respect for al-%ƮrɫnƮ he does 
not hesitate to blame him for Tuestioning $ristotle·s doctrine and for raising 
obMections comparable to those of 3hiloponus. )inall\ the earlier date of the 
correspondence with al-%ƮrɫnƮ121 fits with the possibilit\ that $vicenna was 
alread\ aware of these criticisms while composing the DCM.
$ll these elements maNe it rather liNel\ that al-%ƮrɫnƮ was one of $vicenna·s 
interlocutors in the DCM. +owever the fierceness of $vicenna·s replies as 
well as the indication of the opponent·s proximit\ to the &hristian communit\ 
leave the possibilit\ open that $bɫ al-)araƏ ibn al-ɥa\\ib was also a target in 
the DCM. Several sources dating to the last \ears of $vicenna·s life document 
the contempt he displa\ed for ,bn al-ɥa\\ib and more generall\ for the 
&hristian philosophical communit\ of %aghdad. Two texts in particular provide 
information that can support this h\pothesis : a letter that $vicenna addressed to 
$bɫ -aʿfar 0uƤammad ,bn Ʃusa\n al-.i\ö122 and a letter from one of $vicenna·s 
disciples in 5a\\ addressed to an anon\mous ɐayḫ in ,raT. 
,n the first text in repl\ to al-.i\ö $vicenna agrees with him that $ristotle·s 
doctrines notabl\ about intellect and soul puzzled their readers and that this 
hesitation and obtuseness are particularl\ evident among the « simple-minded 
&hristians » of %agdad. +e then considers 3hiloponus· stance and maNes reference 
to the latter·s « booN on the refutation of $ristotle124 ». +e Mudges it to be onl\ 
120 Ibid pp.   -  .
121 D. GutAs Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition ,ntroduction to 5eading $vicenna·s 
3hilosophical :orNs. Second 5evised and Enlarged Edition ,ncluding an ,nventor\ of $vicenna·s 
$uthentic :orNs %rill  pp. -  -.
122 The letter in the version transmitted in the &airo 0S Dör al-.utub ƩiNma  0 is published 
in bAdAwI Arisɡū ʿinda al-ʿArab cit. pp. -. )or a )rench translation see S. pInes La “philosophie 
orientale” d’Avicenne « $rchives d·+istoire doctrinale et littpraire du 0o\en Çge »   pp. - 
pp. -  for an English translation see GutAs Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition cit. pp. -.
 This letter is included in the collection preserved in the 2xford 0S %odleian +unt.  
at ff. v ult.-v. )or an English translation see GutAs Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition cit. 
pp. -. 2n this letter see also pInes, La “philosophie orientale” d’Avicenne cit. pp. - and D. 
reIsmAn 7Ke 0aNinJ of tKe Avicennan 7radition : The Transmission, Contents, and Structures of Ibn 6īnā’s 
al-0uböƤaɠöt (The Discussions) %rill /eiden  pp. -
124 /iterall\ « of this man ». 3ines and *utas suppose that $vicenna is alluding to the Contra 
Aristotelem. $vicenna·s access to this worN is also suggested b\ his correspondence with al-%ƮrɫnƮ 
(see infra n. ).
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apparentl\ cogent but states that facing the difficulties (ɐuNūN) it tackles and 
solving them is a necessar\ step in science which he achieved in an appropriate 
manner in his əifāʾ. 5eferring again to the &hristian philosophers of %agdad 
$vicenna claims that the above-mentioned « superficial scholars (rasmi\\ūn) »125 
can neither understand such complex difficulties nor solve them Must as 
3hiloponus himself was incapable of doing. +e then adds that the onl\ wa\ to 
discard them as he himself did is to first consider the fundamental principles 
provided in the Physics and then those provided in the DC126. $vicenna ends the 
letter b\ recalling that he included an anal\sis of the %aghdadis· « weaNnesses 
deficienc\ and ignorance » in his treatise 7Ke Fair -udJment (.itāb al-Inɓāf) lost 
during the sacN of ,sfahan.
The same hostilit\ against the circle of %aghdad is attested in a letter probabl\ 
b\ ,bn =a\la127 relating an episode of the last \ears of $vicenna·s life. 3ushed b\ 
his students to rewrite his lost treatise 7Ke Fair -udJment $vicenna asNed a friend 
to procure him the recent booNs of the two %aghdadi masters still alive no doubt 
including ,bn al-ɥa\\ib128. The author relates that onl\ the booNs b\ ,bn al-
ɥa\\ib could be located among which was his commentar\ on the DC129. +e also 
reports that $vicenna·s reaction once he had examined them was extremel\ 
severe. $vicenna despised ,bn al-ɥa\\ib·s commentaries as he did those b\ 
,bn al-SamƤ and ,bn al-҅ammör for the scantiness of their content as for the 
unsuitabilit\ of their method. $mong all the invectives $vicenna heaps on ,bn 
al-ɥa\\ib the criticisms concerning his method are particularl\ interesting for 
us. $vicenna accuses him of adhering too closel\ to the transmission of certain 
booNs without anal\sing the details of the problems as well as for dismissing 
logic completel\. This drew ,bn al-ɥa\\ib awa\ from the right path. This is true 
as $vicenna maNes clear not onl\ of the booNs he recentl\ came upon but also 
of all those he previousl\ examined. ,n all of them ,bn al-ɥa\\ib formulates 
dubious argumentation that fails to convince produces inconsistent procedures 
and uses rhetorical and sophistic methods in demonstrative sciences.
,n both texts then ,bn al-ɥa\\ib is criticized for dealing with 3hiloponus· 
difficulties without solving them as well as for following a sophistic method in 
125 2n the different meanings of this term see pInes La “philosophie orientale” d’Avicenne cit. p. 
 n. .
126 This passage thus confirms as we suggested in examining the first chapter of the DCM that 
$vicenna establishes an essential linN between the Physics and the DCM of the əifāʾ.
127 2n this attribution see reIsmAn 7Ke 0aNinJ of tKe Avicennan 7radition cit. pp. -.
128 2n the identification of the two masters see GutAs Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition 
cit. p.  n. .
129 This commentar\ could be identified with the one accompan\ing the $rabic translation 
attributed to him. See infra n. .
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his commentar\ on the DC. These elements can buttress the h\pothesis that he 
is to be identified with the anon\mous opponent of the DCM. +owever the later 
date of the events related in the letters maNes it less plausible that $vicenna is 
alluding in the DCM to obMections found in ,bn al-ɥa\\ib·s commentar\ on the DC.
The review of the previous sources does not exhaust the Tuestion concerning 
the DCM·s polemical bacNground but enough has been said to prove that 
$vicenna aims at refuting a 3hiloponan trend among his contemporaries. This 
is not to impl\ that 3hiloponus himself is not among $vicenna·s targets since 
the correspondence with al-%ƮrɫnƮ and the letter to .i\ö confirm that $vicenna 
was acTuainted with at least the Contra Aristotelem. %ut it is indisputable that 
there is also another closer polemical setting against which $vicenna·s DCM was 
constructed. ,t can be argued in conclusion that the entire stud\ devoted to the 
inclinator\ power and $vicenna·s effort to demonstrate its unitar\ nature as 
well as its one-to-one correspondence with the simple bod\ must be understood 
in this $rabic polemical context. $ristotle·s DC and the doctrine it conve\s do not 
constitute a threshold that cannot be exceeded but the theoretical bacNground 
that is to be confirmed. 
conclusIon
Despite the peculiar attention $vicenna·s cosmolog\ has received in more 
or less recent \ears the DCM of the əifāʾ is still a terra incognita in $vicennian 
studies. 1o modern translation of this treatise has ever been made and the articles 
devoted to it can be counted on the fingers of one hand. Scholarship dealing with 
$vicenna·s cosmological doctrines notabl\ his ¶celestial ps\cholog\· focuses 
on other texts inside and outside the əifāʾ. &onsidering the ver\ nature of the 
DCM this state of affairs is not a mere coincidence. $n\ reader eager to find new 
insights on $vicenna·s ¶celestial noetics· would be disappointed simpl\ because 
such a stud\ falls outside the DCM·s primar\ scope. %\ claiming this , do not 
mean that the DCM does not concern essentiall\ the heavens and the superlunar\ 
world and that what $vicenna argues in it has no impact on his celestial ph\sics 
and even his metaph\sics. :hat , wish to argue is that $vicenna·s proMect in the 
DCM is to stud\ the superlunar\ world as a part of the whole world. 
$ccordingl\ , have suggested that in order to understand the specific 
proMect of the DCM one has to realize that $vicenna arranges it so as to solve the 
 2n the one hand a detailed stud\ of ,bn al-ɥa\\ib·s still unedited commentar\ on the DC 
is needed  on the other hand other possibilities must be considered more carefull\ notabl\ the 
h\pothesis that the correspondence between ,bn =urʿa and <aƤ\ö ibn ʿ$dƮ mentioned b\ ,bn al-
ɜalöƤ might also have provided material for $vicenna·s polemical bacNground.
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perplexities concerning the structure and the content of $ristotle·s DC raised 
b\ its *reeN and $rabic readers. This is not to sa\ that $vicenna did not have 
his own philosophical agenda since he clearl\ wishes to inscribe this enTuir\ 
within the general proMect of his Physics of the əifāʾ  but that he develops his 
doctrine while remaining faithful to this twofold commitment. 
&oncerning the Tuestion of structure , have suggested that the DCM avoids 
the reproach addressed to $ristotle·s DC of lacNing an inner unit\ since it more 
clearl\ constitutes a unitar\ enTuir\ into the five simple bodies. This is revealed 
b\ the fact that $vicenna unliNe $ristotle deals with sublunar\ simple bodies 
from the outset and provides a stud\ that is as far as possible common to them 
and to the celestial bod\. The unit\ of this common stud\ relies on the wa\ the 
simple bodies are considered namel\ with respect to their power. %\ following 
this approach as , have also suggested the DCM carries on the programme of the 
Physics of the əifāʾ to stud\ the bod\ insofar as an internal power « which brings 
about motion and change » belongs to it. ,n this larger context the specific aim of 
the DCM is to understand the ontological status of the powers of the simple bodies 
with respect to their motion and their form. )or this reason the DCM focuses 
primaril\ on what $vicenna calls the inclinator\ power which must be identified 
according to him with the lightness and heaviness of the simple bodies. 
, wish to argue in conclusion that focusing on this notion $vicenna also 
emphasizes the DCM·s specificit\ with respect to the GC and henceforth 
avoids the second difficult\ raised against the $ristotelian treatise namel\ 
the supposed redundanc\ of DC III-IV and GC ,,. This is confirmed b\ the wa\ 
$vicenna considers the bod\ in the GC of the əifāʾ where he claims that the 
simple bodies can be understood in a threefold wa\ : ) as such  ) as parts of 
the whole  ) as elements of a composite bod\. +e explains that water for 
example understood as a part of the whole world is characterized as heav\ 
and moving downwards while understood as an element it is characterized as 
possessing an active/passive power (that is as cold and moist). +e concludes 
that it is with respect to this power that the simple bodies are considered 
in the GC because it is as such that the\ can interact with each other. This 
remarN therefore confirms the suggested reading of the DCM and highlights its 
complementarit\ with the GC : the DCM as an inTuir\ into the simple parts of the 
whole considers simple bodies with respect to their inclinator\ power while 
the GC being a enTuir\ of the mutual interaction of the simple bodies considers 
them with respect to their active/passive power.
The doctrine of the inclinator\ power is thus at the ver\ core of $vicenna·s 
solution of the structural difficulties addressed to $ristotle·s DC. The present 
 &hap. . 
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contribution shows that this notion also constitutes the Ne\ to the DCM·s most 
original contribution and that in this case too the criticisms addressed to 
$ristotle·s text provide the frameworN within which $vicenna constructs his 
own doctrine. Three main theses show that $vicenna aims at the same time at 
innovating while defending $ristotle·s doctrine against his *reeN and $rabic 
critics. $s a final conclusion , would liNe to pinpoint some of the new insights 
these three theses provide for the understanding both of $vicenna·s own 
doctrine and of his preceding and subseTuent tradition.
)irst b\ claiming that the inclinator\ power is not a direct conseTuence of the 
form of the simple bodies ³ since it stems from it and from an accident ³ $vicenna 
deliberatel\ withdraws the capacit\ to move from the simple bodies· ontological 
core. This doctrine can be traced bacN ultimatel\ to $lexander of $phrodisias· 
exegetical strateg\ but operates in $vicenna as an ontological tool to highlight 
the separate nature of the substantial form. The metaph\sical implications of this 
doctrine are crucial for both $vicenna·s ousiolog\ and his theor\ of emanation. 
Second b\ extending al-)öröbƮ·s genus/species distinction to the celestial 
movements $vicenna sets up the ontological frameworN that enables him 
to conclude that each celestial bod\ has its own species. Strangel\ enough 
scholarship has overlooNed the relevance of this strateg\ with regard to both 
$vicenna·s doctrine and the subseTuent tradition. The DCM shows that the doctrine 
that heavenl\ bodies have one genus and several species so harshl\ criticized 
b\ $verroes for its supposed metaph\sical conseTuences is strongl\ rooted 
in $vicenna·s ph\sics and hence in the )arabian heritage. This consideration 
contributes new insights for the appraisal of both $vicenna·s interpretation of 
the boundaries between ph\sics and metaph\sics and of $verroes· criticism.
Third b\ appl\ing the distinction between primar\ and secondar\ 
intention to celestial movements $vicenna manages to reconcile 3tolem\·s 
new cosmological theories with the $ristotelian homocentric s\stem. ,t is 
not farfetched to conclude that this strateg\ is a perfect exemplification of 
$vicenna·s stance in the DCM : alwa\s with and be\ond $ristotle. 
The present contribution shows that in all these cases $vicenna elaborates 
his doctrine while responding to the difficulties raised b\ some near opponents. 
$lthough 3hiloponus·s criticism provides the DCM·s larger polemical bacNground 
the thorough anal\sis of these criticisms suggests that $vicenna·s direct target is 
among his contemporaries. )or different reasons al-%ƮrɫnƮ and ,bn al-ɥa\\ib and his 
circle are plausible candidates. SticNing to their doctrinal and philosophical stance 
 2n $verroes· criticism against $vicenna·s doctrine see &. cerAmI A Map of Averroes’ Criticism 
aJainst Avicenna  Aristotle’s 1atural 3KilosopK\ I in $. bertolAccI, D. 1. hAsse eds. The Arabic, Hebrew 
and Latin Reception of Avicenna’s Natural Philosophy :. de *ru\ter forthcoming.
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the\ raise doubts against the fundamental assumption of $ristotle·s cosmolog\ : 
the one-to-one correspondence between simple bodies and natural movements. 
The precise identification of $vicenna·s sources reTuires further research  still it 
is undeniable that it is to secure this doctrine and hence the existence of a special 
fifth nature that $vicenna strives to ascertain the unitar\ nature of the inclinator\ 
power and its exclusive connection with the bod\ it belongs to.
AppendIx I : pseudo-AvIcennA’s De Caelo et MunDo
%\ writing the DCM $vicenna thus intends to provide a treatise on the 
entire world and on its parts. This intention explains the arrangement as well 
as the scope of this part of the .itāb al-Šifāʾ which is not strictl\ speaNing a 
treatise on cosmolog\. $ general comparison with the homon\mous treatise in 
sixteen Tuestions wrongl\ transmitted as part of the earliest /atin translation as 
$vicenna·s own DCM shows the originalit\ of $vicenna·s proMect and sheds some 
light on the /atin heritage of his treatise. 
$s , have previousl\ recalled $lonso suggested that this treatise is to be 
identified with the worN b\ Ʃuna\n ibn ,sƤöT mentioned in the .itāb al-FiKrist 
after Themistius· paraphrase. $lonso examined all the parallel passages between 
pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM and Themistius· paraphrase and concluded that the $rabo-
/atin treatise is nothing but a compilation of parts of Themistius· worN b\ Ʃuna\n 
ibn ,sƤöT. $lonso·s conclusion has been challenged more recentl\ b\ 5. *lasner 
and 2. *utman. %\ emphasizing that a great deal material of the treatise does not 
derived from Themistius *lasner concludes that the treatise as a whole cannot be 
considered a mere reformulation of Themistius· paraphrase. She also produces 
convincing arguments against the attribution to Ʃuna\n ibn ,sƤöT. ,n particular 
she points out that the theor\ of light attested in pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM is not 
coherent with what we have b\ Ʃuna\n ibn ,sƤöT on this issue. ,n a preliminar\ 
stud\ and in the preface to the critical edition of the treatise 2. *utman confirms 
*lasner·s conclusions and claims that the treatise is much more than a mere 
collation of extracts of Themstius·s paraphrase. +e is more cautious however 
 5. GlAsner 7Ke HebreZ 9ersion of 'e &elo et 0undo Attributed to Ibn 6īnā « $rabic Sciences and 
3hilosoph\ »   pp. -  cf. +. kAhAnA-s0,/an6ky 6olomon %en 0oses 0elJuiri and tKe 7ransmission 
of .noZledJe from Latin into HebreZ in 5. fontAIne, 5. GlAsner 5. leIcht *. veltrI eds. Studies in the History 
of Culture and Science. $ tribute to *ad )reudenthal %rill /eiden  pp. - : p. .
 2. GutmAn 2n tKe FrinJes of tKe &orpus $ristotelicum : the Pseudo-Avicenna /iber &eli et 0undi 
« Earl\ Science and 0edicine » /  pp. - ; Id. 3seudo-Avicenna Liber &eli et 0undi $ 
&ritical Edition with ,ntroduction %rill /eiden - %oston  (hereafter pseudo-AvIcennA DCM).
 2n the /atin-+ebrew version which is more of a paraphrase of the /atin text than a mere 
translation see GlAsner, The Hebrew Version cit. pp. -.
 2n the authenticit\ of Ʃuna\n·s Fī anna l-ŐaZʾ la\sa bi-ǧism see 5. ArnZen Aristoteles’ De 
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about disavowing Ʃuna\n·s paternit\ and claims that it is plausible to thinN 
that Ʃuna\n wrote a treatise on the DC in sixteen Tuestions that became the 
basis of what is now pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM which in its actual form could 
have been written b\ another $rabic author.
,n her article *lasner also adds arguments against the attribution to $vicenna. 
She points out that pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM diverges from $vicenna·s views on 
at least two issues : ) the idea that the four elementar\ Tualities are produced as 
a function of the distance from the celestial bodies  ) on the nature of the heat 
proceeding from the heavens and the corpuscular nature of light. &oncerning 
the first issue she claims that $vicenna has a less ¶derivative· theor\ of the 
four primar\ Tualities. $s for the second point she emphasizes that $vicenna 
explicitl\ criticizes an\ theor\ that the sun·s ra\s have a material nature.
The authorship of pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM thus remains to be ascertained 
and an in-depth stud\ of the content of the treatise is still a desideratum. Such 
an investigation goes be\ond the purpose of the present article. , will limit 
m\self to providing an overview of the structure of the treatise with the aim of 
highlighting the differences between it and $vicenna·s DCM. This approach will 
emphasize the originalit\ of the plan of $vicenna·s DCM and provide some hints 
toward explaining the reasons of the fortune of pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM in the 
/atin world. 
$nima. Eine verlorene spätantike Paraphrase in arabischer und persischer hberlieferung. $rabischer 
Text nebst .ommentar Tuellengeschichtlichen Studien und *lossaren %rill /eiden - %oston  
pp. -.
 $n epitome of the DC b\ Ʃuna\n ibn ,sƤöT is also mentioned b\ ,bn abƮ 8ɓa\biʿa under the 
title ǦaZāmiʿ Nitāb al-6amāʾ wa-l-ʿālam (see Ibn a%ī uɜay%,ʿA ʿ8\ūn al-anbāʾ, p. ).
 GlAsner, The Hebrew Version cit. pp. 101-104.
 The text was translated from $rabic into /atin in the mid-th centur\. ,t was alread\ 
Tuoted in the last Tuarter of that centur\. :e find a Tuotation of this treatise in Daniel of 0orle\ 
who considers it to be b\ $ristotle. The first attributions to $vicenna date bacN to . $mong the 
first writers to attribute it to $vicenna were 9incent of %eauvais and $lbertus 0agnus. $lthough 
$vicenna·s paternit\ was Tuestioned as earl\ as  b\ 5oger %acon the treatise had a great 
fortune in the /atin world to the point that it still featured in %onetus /ocatellus· 9enetian edition 
of $vicenna·s Opera Omnia (). 2n the /atin reception of the pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM see GutmAn 
3seudo-Avicenna Liber &eli et 0undi cit. pp. xvII-xxI.
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Table  : 2utline of 3seudo-$vicenna·s De Caelo et Mundo compared to $ristotle·s De Caelo
Pseudo-AvicennA’s DCM Aristotle’s DC
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the bod\ is more perfect than 
ever\ other Tuantit\ and that the world is more perfect than 
ever\ other bod\. 
, 
&hapter  : 2n the fact that nature of the heaven is outside the 
four natures and that it is a simple bod\.
, 
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the bod\ of the heaven does not 
increase.
, 
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the heaven is not susceptible to 
generation or destruction in its nature.
, -
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the heaven is finite. , -
&hapter  : 2n the fact that there is onl\ one world. , -
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the motion of the circle of the 
fixed stars from east to west cannot be a bod\.
,, 
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the heaven is spherical in shape. ,, 
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the whole universe is spherical in 
shape.
,, 
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the shape of the earth is 
spherical.
,, 
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the motion of the heaven is 
constant.
,, 
&hapter  : 2n the action of the diversit\ and multitude of 
the motions of the heaven.
,, 
&hapter  : 2n the nature of the planets. ,, -
&hapter  : 2n the reason wh\ the heaven does not warm us 
and the sun and the other warming planets do.
,, 
&hapter  : 2n the fact that the heaven moves with a motion 
which is visible to us but the stars do not.
,, 
&hapter  : 2n the generation of the elements and their 
action.
III
$ preliminar\ caveat is in order to appreciate the significance of this 
comparative table. $s we have alread\ emphasized pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM 
cristina cerami
is not strictl\ speaNing a paraphrase of the DC although it has its point of 
departure in $ristotle·s text and appeals to Themistius· paraphrase in its 
developments. $ comparison with the parallel passages in the DC however 
reveals some essential features of the treatise. $ TuicN looN at its table of contents 
shows that the author closel\ follows the structure of $ristotle·s DC. )irst of all 
we can remarN that the structure of booN , is preserved not onl\ with regard to 
the presence of a preliminar\ chapter on the perfection of the bod\ and three 
chapters on the special nature of the celestial bod\ but also with respect to the 
demonstration of the finite nature of the heavens and the uniTueness of the 
whole world which follow as in $ristotle·s DC the stud\ of the fifth element. 
$lthough more emphasis is put on some issues onl\ tangentiall\ referred to in 
$ristotle·s text the structure of booN ,, is Jrosso modo preserved as well140. /ast 
but not least as in $ristotle·s DC the stud\ of the four sublunar\ bodies and 
their mutual generation is provided after the enTuir\ into the celestial world.
+owever the comparative table also points out a number of discrepancies that 
distinguish pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM from the $ristotelian DC. ,n this case too as , 
wish to suggest the peculiarities of pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM reÁect the nature of 
the entire treatise. To begin with we can note the absence of the discussion on 
the incorruptible character of the universe as a whole that $ristotle undertaNes 
in , -. 8nliNe the actual DC which devotes two chapters (,, -) to the 
stud\ of the Earth the $rabic treatise does not contain an\ specific stud\ of it 
except for the chapter devoted to its shape. $bove all the ver\ limited space 
accorded to the stud\ of the sublunar\ elements must be emphasized. 1ot onl\ 
there is merel\ one Tuestion devoted to the contents of the entire booN ,,, but 
more importantl\ there is no parallel chapter devoted to the light and the 
heav\ which $ristotle studies in DC ,9.
Some tentative conclusions can be drawn from this brief overview. )irst of 
all the greater emphasis placed on the cosmological issues to the detriment of 
the stud\ of the four sublunar\ elements shows b\ itself the epistemological 
nature of pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM which is conceived as a cosmological treatise. 
0oreover in the last chapter the author acNnowledges that he is dealing 
with the generation of the four elements onl\ insofar as it is the result of the 
movements of the celestial spheres. $s a matter of fact the whole chapter is far 
140 This is the case for chapter  which discusses the Tuestion wh\ the heavens do not warm 
us while the sun and the other warming planets do. $ristotle does not address the Tuestion in 
these terms but he points out at the end of ,,  (a-) that the air beneath the sphere of the 
revolving bod\ is necessaril\ heated b\ its motion and particularl\ in that part where the sun is 
attached to it. The presence of a chapter on this issue is nevertheless unsurprising since it was 
a matter of debate since at least the time of $lexander of $phrodisias (on this topic see cerAmI 
Génération et Substance cit. pp. - with bibliograph\).
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from being a paraphrase of the DC. ,t aims at showing that the heavens affect 
the positions of the elements which are ordered according to the more or less 
direct impact of the celestial movement : fire ³ which is the more affected ³ is 
at the top air and water in between and earth ³ which is the least affected ³ is 
at the centre. 
The treatise ends with an explanation of the necessit\ of this arrangement 
which reveals a ¶providentialist· approach. The author claims that the generation 
of the four elements is the result of an intentio : primar\ in the case of the earth 
and secondar\ in the case of the other three elements. )or the existence of an 
intermediate la\er of bodies between the heavens and the earth is necessar\ in 
order for the latter to be preserved. The preservation of the earth·s stabilit\ is 
thus the result of a primar\ intentio and the reason for the existence of the other 
simple bodies141.
,n order to measure the originalit\ of $vicenna·s text as compared to pseudo-
$vicenna·s DCM a final remarN on the peculiar character of this latter is in order. 
,n (the short) chapter  on the incorruptibilit\ of the fifth bod\ the author seems 
to share $ristotle·s ¶eternalist· position and states that the heaven is everlasting 
(sempiternum). +owever in chapter  in contrast with this assumption he 
admits the created nature of the world142. ,n fact in the demonstration of the 
finite nature of the heavens he claims first that finite space is a conseTuence 
of finite motion which is in turn a conseTuence of finite time and concludes 
that the heavens or more precisel\ the ¶Tuantit\ of heavens· both in time and 
in its essence is finite and has a beginning. ,t is plausible to suppose that the 
absence of a Tuestion parallel to DC , - on the incorruptible character of the 
universe as a whole is the result of the same two-sided attitude144.
:e can suggest in conclusion that both external and internal reasons 
account for the fortune of this treatise in the /atin 0iddle $ges and its 
attribution to $vicenna. The /atin translation of $vicenna·s original DCM 
as we shall see was not carried out before  at the earliest while pseudo-
$vicenna·s DCM was part of the first wave of translations of $vicenna·s worN 
141 pseudo-AvIcennA DCM p.  - : « 8t autem hoc non contingeret posita fuerunt cetera 
elementa media inter terram et celum idcirco ut terra remaneret Tuiescens et perhennis in Tuiete 
ut non moveatur ».
142 Alonso Alonso Hunayn traducido cit. pp. -  cf. GutmAn 3seudo-Avicenna Liber &eli et 0undi 
cit. p.  p.  n. .
 pseudo-AvIcennA D&0 pp.   -   : « $mplius autem postTuam manifestum est Tuod non 
est possibile Tuantitatem infinitam habere esse vel fuisse vel futuram fore tunc iam manifestum 
est Tuod Tuantitas celi in suo tempore et sua essentia finita est et initium habet ».
144 ,nsofar as these two theoretical features displa\ a certain theological awareness the\ offer 
a new path for research on the authorship of the treatise. %ut as , said this research will be the 
obMect of a future stud\.
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that tooN place in Toledo between  and 145. $s one of the manuscripts 
attests (0S 9at. /at. ) the treatise was translated into /atin b\ ¶*undisalvo· 
to be identified with *undissalinus and ¶-ohanne +ispalensi· who has been 
tentativel\ identified with the famous -ewish scholar $vendauth146. The text 
was attributed to $vicenna since at least the mid-th centur\ when 9incent of 
%eauvais mentions it as $vicenna·s DCM in his Speculum naturale (-). ,n 
almost the same \ears $lbertus 0agnus Tuotes it verbatim in his commentar\ 
on $ristotle·s DC (ca -) and refers to it as $vicenna·s 6ufficientia de libro 
Caeli et Mundi147. ,t is indisputable that the reputation of its translators who 
rendered most of the original $vicennian treatises from $rabic into /atin as 
well as the earl\ date of its translation (ca -) pla\ed an essential role 
in the circulation of pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM. +owever we can also suggest that 
the purel\ cosmological nature of the treatise as well as its more ¶theological· 
stance contributed to the transmission of the treatise among a public eager to 
fill a gap in the reception of $vicenna·s philosophical corpus.
AppendIx II : the lAtIn trAnslAtIon of AvIcennA’s DCM
$s far as the /atin heritage of the original DCM of the əifāʾ is concerned we 
have alread\ recalled that $vicenna·s DCM was not among the sections translated 
in Toledo during the second half of the th centur\ but it was translated along 
with the third fourth and fifth sections of the əifāʾ in the last Tuarter of the th 
centur\. 8nliNe pseudo-$vicenna·s DCM the /atin translation of the original 
treatise b\ $vicenna had almost no circulation in the /atin 0iddle-$ge. $ single 
manuscript of the 9atican /ibrar\ the /atin 8rbinate  transmits it along 
with the translation of the other three sections. 
145 The bibliograph\ on this impressive cultural phenomenon is vast. 2n this topic see notabl\ 
0.-T. d·$lvern\·s ground-breaNing studies republished in eAd. Avicenne en Occident 9rin 3aris 
  see also the man\ fundamental studies of &. %urnett (notabl\ &. burnett, The Coherence of 
tKe Arabic-Latin 7ranslation 3roJram in 7oledo in tKe 7ZelftK &entur\ « Science in &ontext »   
pp. - (repr. in Id. Arabic into Latin in tKe 0iddle AJes. The Translators and their ,ntellectual 
and Social &ontext 5outledge $shgate  $rticle 9,,) ; Id. 7ranslatinJ from Arabic into Latin 
in tKe 0iddle AJes : Theory, Practice, and Criticism in S. *. lofts 3.:. rosemAnn eds. Éditer, traduire, 
interpréter  (ssais de mptKodoloJie pKilosopKiTue 3eeters /ouvain  pp. -)  and most recentl\ 
$. bertolAccI A Community of Translators  7Ke Latin 0edieval 9ersions of Avicenna’s %ooN of tKe &ure in 
&. -. mews, -. 1. cr266/(y eds. &ommunities of LearninJ 1etZorNs and tKe 6KapinJ of Intellectual Identit\ 
in Europe - %repols Turnhout  pp. -.
146 See GutmAn 3seudo-Avicenna Liber &eli et 0undi cit. pp. x-xIII.
147 )or the exact references see GutmAn 3seudo-Avicenna Liber &eli et 0undi cit. p. xvII.
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This manuscript was first described at the beginning of the th centur\ b\ 
&osimo StornaMolo148 and a second time in  b\ 0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\149. ,t 
is a parchment manuscript copied in the th centur\. The beautiful handwriting 
and the ornaments that decorate it suggest that it was copied for someone of 
high ranN. :e Nnow that it belonged to the &ount then DuNe of 8rbino )rederic 
of Montefeltro150. ,t contains onl\ the natural philosoph\ of the əifāʾ and more 
precisel\ the part that was not translated during the first wave of translations. 
The DCM is contained at the folios r-v151. $s a witness to $vicenna·s text as 
we will see this manuscript contains a considerable number of mistaNes either 
made b\ its cop\ist or alread\ present in its model.
The manuscript provides crucial information about the authors of the translation 
as well as on the identit\ of the recipient. The explicit of the first treatise informs 
us that the translation was carried out at the reTuest of *onzalo *arcta *udiel 
described as bishop of %urgos. *onzalo *arcta *udiel was a Tuite well-Nnown figure 
of th centur\ Spain. +e was a member of an eminent famil\ of 0ozarabic origin 
close to the Nings of &astile. +e was bishop of &uenca between  and  then 
of %urgos between  and  when he was promoted to the archiepiscopal 
seat of Toledo152. The explicit thus allows the date of composition of the translation 
to be established with some precision. This information is confirmed b\ the two 
inventories *onzalo *arcta *udiel had made of his booNs first before his settlement 
in &uenca and a second time before his assignment in Toledo.
The explicit also informs us that the translation of the four treatises had been 
carried out b\ -uan *onzalo referred to as appointed master (magister) in the 
same cit\ of %urgos and b\ a certain Salomon :
« Explicit /iber sufficientie phisicorum $vicenne. Translatus a magistro ,ohanne 
*unsalvi de %urgis et Salomone de $rabico in latinum. $d preceptum 5everendissimi 
3atri ac Domni Domni *unsalvi episcopi %urgensis Tue est civitas in +ispania ». 
148 &. stornAJolo Codices Urbinates Latini T. , &odices - 5ome  pp. -.
149 0.-T. d’A/9(rny, Avicenna Latinus III « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et littpraire du 0o\en 
Çge »   pp. -.
150 &f. stornAJolo Codices Urbinates Latini cit. p. . 2n )rederic of 0ontefeltro·s librar\ see *. 
%. pIcottI FrederiJo da 0ontefeltro duca di 8rbino in (nciclopedia Italiana vol. ;,9 5oma  pp. 
-.
151 $ transcription of this part of the manuscript is edited in 0. renAud Le “De celo et mundo” 
d’Avicenne « %ulletin de 3hilosophie 0pdipvale »   pp. -. The author however does 
not indicate the numerous textual problems the manuscript contains.
152 -. ). rIverA recIo (Gonzalo) Garcia Gudiel in 5. Aubert ed. 'ictionnaire d’Histoire et de *poJrapKie 
(cclpsiastiTues T.  /etouze\ et $np 3aris  n.  pp. -  3. lInehAn The Spanish Church 
and the Papacy in the Thirteenth Century &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  p.  ff. 
 0s. 9at. 8rb. lat.  f. r.
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This information seems to attest that -uan *onzales and Salomon worNed 
together on the translation of the five treatises. :e do not have much information 
on these two translators who are onl\ Nnown as authors of this translation154.
The information provided b\ the explicit is partiall\ confirmed b\ the incipit 
of the translation of the DCM which no longer mentions Salomon :
« seTuitur ac incipit eiusdem $vicenne liber de celo et mundo. $b eodem magistro 
,ohanne *unsalvi De brugis >sic@ translatus et dicitur secundus naturalium »155.
2ne might be tempted to suggest that the translation of the part corresponding 
to the DCM was carried out b\ -uan *onzalo without the collaboration of 
Salomon. $gainst this h\pothesis $lonso claims that the whole translation was 
carried out b\ the two authors ¶in s\nerg\·. The latter probabl\ of -ewish origin 
translated from $rabic into a &astilian dialect while the former translated from 
this dialect into /atin156. The preliminar\ stud\ , made of the translation of the 
DCM shows that this part shares the same specificities 0. $lonso and S. 9an 5iet157 
have pointed out for the other ones. 
,n the following pages , will anal\se some case studies showing these 
common peculiar characteristics. $fterwards , will show that the text 
transmitted b\ the 9atican manuscript is freTuentl\ marred b\ errors. )inall\ 
, will draw some provisional conclusions on the place of the /atin translation 
with respect to the $rabic text which will have to be confirmed b\ further 
stud\ of the $rabic tradition.
,n their respective studies $lonso and 9an 5iet first of all stressed the literal 
character of the /atin version attested according to them b\ the numerous 
word-for-word translations. &oncerning the part corresponding to the GC 
9an 5iet also suggests that it bears the signs of an oral simultaneous worN 
consisting in a ¶progressive translation· implemented b\ the cooperation of the 
two authors. She also suggests that the translation reÁects the desire of the two 
authors to clarif\ $vicenna·s text. , am not sure that it is Tuite possible to prove 
154 )or more information , refer to 0. Alonso Alonso Las traducciones de -uan *onziles de %urJos 
y Salomon « Al-Andalus »   pp. -  0.-T. d’A/9(rny Les traductions d’Avicenne (0o\en 
$ge et 5enaissance) in Problemi attuali di Scienza e di Cultura Avicenna nella storia della cultura 
medioevale 4uad.  $ccademia 1azionale dei /incei 5oma  pp. - (repr. in eAd. Avicenne 
en Occident cit.).
155 0s. 9at. 8rb. lat.  f. r.
156 The role of the intermediate language was brilliantl\ proved b\ $lonso who highlighted 
the several +ispanisms attested in this translation (see Alonso Alonso Las traducciones de -uan 
*onziles cit.).
157 S. vAn rIet ed. Avicenna Latinus, Liber Tertius Naturalium, De Generatione et Corruptione edition 
critiTue e la traduction latine mpdipvale et lexiTues 3eeters /ouvain-/a-1euve  p. *-84*.
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the simultaneous oral character of the translation at least as far as the part 
corresponding to the DCM is concerned. 2n the other hand it seems to me that 
several aspects of this latter part confirm the ¶progressive· character of the 
translation and reveal the translators· effort to render $vicenna·s text more 
explicit than it is. 
$ first case that seems to attest the authors· willingness to improve their 
translation is a passage from the translation of the beginning of chap. 158 :
 
« ,terum ,tem et Tuod movetur circa centrum (Zasaɡ) non seTuitur necessario 
ut centrum (Zasaɡ) sit eius centrum (marNazan laKū). 1am Tuamvis non sit eius 
centrum (marNazan laKū) dum tamen sit intra eum dicimus Tuod movetur supra 
medium (Zasaɡ) Tuia movetur circa eum aliTuo modo. 8num enim signatum 
est intra omnia mota Tuod movetur recte super centrum (Zasaɡ) et est Tuod 
terminat universum. Et debet esse centrum illius (marNazan laKū). Et aliud ab isto 
uno bene poterit esse rotundum vel sphericum (al-mustadīra) Tuod movetur circa 
centrum (Zasaɡ) sicut non sit eius centrum (markazahu) medium (Zasaɡ) motus 
Tui movetur versus centrum (Zasaɡ) et a centro (Zasaɡ). ,stud igitur non erit illud 
in cuius comparatione medium (Zasaɡ) terminatur Tuod assignat partes naturales 
motibus rectis159 ».
,n the part of the present contribution devoted to $vicenna·s doctrine , have 
provided the context of this passage and made clear that in these lines in order 
to reconcile $ristotle·s cosmolog\ with 3tolem\·s theor\ of epic\cles $vicenna 
distinguishes the more properl\ geometric notion of ¶centre· designated b\ the 
term markaz from the ph\sical notion of centre of the universe namel\ the 
¶middle· designated b\ the term Zasaɡ. 
The /atin translators seem not to immediatel\ grasp the need to differentiate 
between the two terms markaz and Zasaɡ which ordinaril\ can be used as 
s\non\mous. $ccordingl\ the\ translate the two terms b\ the /atin word 
centrum. $fterwards although the term centrum remains their preferred choice 
to translate indifferentl\ markaz and Zasaɡ the\ tr\ to discriminate Zasaɡ from 
markaz b\ translating the first one b\ medium and the second one b\ centrum.
$nother feature of the /atin translation of the DCM is the translators· desire to 
clarif\ $vicenna·s text and maNe it more easil\ accessible. 4uite often in fact the 
translators spell out the reference of a pronoun and add words that though not 
reall\ necessar\ facilitate the understanding of $vicenna·s text. $ case in point 
is a passage from chap.  where $vicenna aims at ascertaining how the powers 
of a simple bod\ can account for its ontological constitution. $s we have seen 
158 The passage corresponds to AvIcennA DCM ch.  pp.   -   cf. infra pp. -.
159 0s. 9at. 8rb. lat.  f. r-.
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$vicenna affirms that we can envisage three solutions either that c i) each one of 
the two powers is capable of maNing matter a subsisting substance in act (malīʾan 
bi-iTāmati māddatiKī bi-l-fiʿli ǧaZKaran Tāʾiman)  c ii) onl\ one of the two powers 
is capable of doing this  c iii) onl\ the combination of the two powers can do it. 
The expression malīʾan bi-iTāmati māddatiKī bi-l-fiʿli ǧaZKaran Tāʾiman is translated 
b\ the rather unintelligible periphrasis sufficiens ad diriJendam materiam ut sit actu 
substantiam per se stans. ,mmediatel\ afterwards in the negation of this branch of 
the alternative the expression malīʾan bi-iTāmati l-mādda is again translated b\ 
sufficit ad diriJendam materiam but the translators add in actu in order to clarif\ 
the expression and normalize the two occurrences. In actu is also added in the 
same line to translate the verb \aNūnu al-māddatu taTaZZamat : 
« 1am ista tertia pars similis est ultimo de intellectu : Tuia vel Tuelibet erit 
sufficiens ad dirigendam materiam ut sit actu substantia per se stans vel una 
earum erit huiusmodi vel non erunt huiusmodi nisi ambe simul. Si igitur Tuelibet 
earum sufficit ad dirigendam materiam in actu si separetur per se Tuelibet 
seTueretur ex hoc Tuod dirigeretur materia in actu cum TuacumTue earum 
velles et alia esset res ab extra ad dirigendam materiam Tue esset accidens et 
Tuelibet earum esset forma et accidens et istud est mendacium »160.
,mmediatel\ afterwards when $vicenna excludes the second branch of the 
three-fold division the translators render al-muTaZZimu in the same wa\ but 
the\ spell it out b\ adding materiam :
« Et si fuerit dirigens materiam una earum erit sollumodo accidentalis reducetur 
negotium secundum divisionem unam ex primis duabus »161.
This effort of clarification undoubtedl\ reveals the translators· insight. 2ther 
features of their translation however seem to be evidence of a certain lacN of 
experience. $lthough the translators maNe use of a standardized vocabular\ 
their choices are not alwa\s consistent. ,n man\ cases the\ do not decide 
between two translations and use several expressions more or less s\non\mousl\ 
to translate one single $rabic world. Sometimes the two /atin translations are 
given together in the text. 
The presence of double translations one might obMect is not necessaril\ the 
sign of inexperience but of the translator·s effort to clarif\ his text. +owever 
the words our translators hesitate over are mostl\ technical terms of $vicenna·s 
philosophical lexicon that should not trouble an experienced reader of the 
$vicennian corpus.
160 0s. 9at. 8rb. lat.  f. r-.
161 0s. 9at. 8rb. lat.  f. r-.
the de caelo et mundo of avicenna’s .i7ā% al-šifāʾ 
0ost hesitations concern basic notions of the $vicennian sub- and supra-
lunar\ cosmolog\. The translators almost s\stematicall\ translate al-mustadīra b\ 
the hendiad\s rotundum vel sphericum ; kuriyyun b\ sphericum seu rotundum ; muƤīɡ 
b\ circulus vel circonferentia. 0adār is translated sometimes b\ axes sometimes b\ 
circulos et revolutiones $nother case in point is the translation of the expression 
bi-l-Taɓd al-aZZal which is translated sometimes b\ essentialis sometimes b\ de 
prima intentione vel essentie sometimes b\ per appetitum essentialiter.
, would now liNe to consider the reliabilit\ of the 8rbinate . 9an 5iet 
has alread\ pointed out that this manuscript contains several errors either 
due to its cop\ist or inherited from its model. $s in the case of the translations 
of other treatises the part of the 9atican manuscript transmitting the DCM is 
Tuite complete but contains several mistaNes. 0ost errors are due to simple 
misreading of the model·s abbreviations. %ut , have also noted a more significant 
problem. The whole section corresponding to lines   -   of the $rabic 
edition which correspond to the folio r-v follows the wrong order. 
The entire passage of the 9atican manuscript attests the following order : after 
the translation of line   Za-l-ɠānī an \aNūna ŏāliNa (r secundum est Tuod) we 
find the translation of lines   baʿŐuKā-  TūZZa ZāƤida (r aliTua eorum-
v una potentia Tue)  then that of lines   ŏāliNa-  aw sakana (v illud 
corpus-r vel Tuiescunt)  afterwards that of lines   fa-\aNūnu-  Tisma\ni 
(r (rit erJo-v duas partes)  finall\ that of lines   Ki\ā-  allatī aḫaŏtaKā 
(v Ipsamet-88r20 Tuas assumpsisti). $fter a half-blanN page the translation 
resumes at folio v aliud est corresponding to line   minhu onward. 
The misplacement is clearl\ due to a mechanical error. ,f one counts the lines 
of each misplaced section one realizes that the two inner bifolios of a Tuire have 
been switched the first one containing the translation of lines   -   and  
 -   the second one containing the translation of lines   -   and  
 -  . This error enables us to calculate Tuite precisel\ the size of one folio 
of the 9atican manuscript·s model which consisted of approximatel\  lines 
of the 9atican manuscript. :e can then deduce that the model of this latter 
manuscript was Must two lines shorter than it is.
, will brieÁ\ conclude this overview b\ considering the place of the /atin 
translation with respect to the $rabic tradition. , note first of all that $lonso 
compared the /atin translation of the 9atican  to the 0adrid manuscript 
%iblioteca 1acional  which belonged to the Toledo &athedral /ibrar\. 
$ preliminar\ surve\ of the part transmitting the DCM162 points out that this 
162 , wish to thanN 0. $ouad for providing me a pdf cop\ of the 0adrid manuscript made 
in the context of his European 5esearch &ouncil proMect Philosophy in Context : Arabic and Syriac 
manuscripts transmission in tKe 0editerranean :orld.
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manuscript was not the model used b\ the translators. This is confirmed b\ the 
presence in the 0adrid manuscript of several omissions due to homeoteleuton 
absent from the /atin translation.
$s , said no final conclusion can be drawn on the place of the /atin translation 
before carr\ing out a more in-depth stud\ of the whole tradition. +owever a 
comparison with the manuscripts used in the &airo edition could support some 
tentative h\potheses. ,n most cases the /atin translation is on the side of the 
manuscripts signified b\ dal and sa respectivel\. ,t shares some specific variants 
(¶varianti separative·) with the two manuscripts164 others with Dal alone165 
and others with Sa alone166. ,t can also be noted however that Dal has several 
omissions that do not appear in the /atin text167 ,t could therefore be inferred that 
the /atin translation belongs to the same famil\ as these manuscripts but that its 
model comes from an earlier stage of the tradition. %ut this , hasten to repeat 
remains a h\pothesis to be verified b\ a further stud\ of the $rabic tradition.
 This does not exclude that the translators could also have had available other $rabic 
manuscripts used to rectif\ the lacunae. 
164 AvIcennA DCM p.  -.
165 Ibid pp.   -   p.  -.
166 Ibid p.  -.
167 See again ibid p.  -.
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ABSTRACT
The De Caelo et Mundo of Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ : An Overview of its Structure, its Goal 
and its 3olemical %acNJround
The present paper is devoted to ,bn SƮnö·s ($vicenna·s) De Caelo et Mundo (al-6amāʾ wa-
l-ʿālam) the second section of the ph\sical booNs of the .itāb al-əifāʾ. ,t aims at providing a 
stud\ of its structure and goals and its place within the frameworN of $vicenna·s natural 
philosoph\. This inTuir\ shows that without being a standard treatise of cosmolog\ 
$vicenna·s treatise must be seen as a stud\ of the five simple bodies that constitute the 
universe as a whole. $gainst this bacNground $vicenna establishes the unitar\ nature 
of the active and passive powers of the simple bodies as well as the relation between 
inclination natural motion and form. %\ framing the text within a broader philosophical 
and historical context this paper also suggests that $vicenna·s investigation aims 
ultimatel\ at rebuNing a neo-3hiloponian trend among his $rabic contemporaries. Two 
appendixes are devoted to the /atin heritage of $vicenna·s text. The first one provides a 
general overview of the treatise wrongl\ transmitted as $vicenna·s own DCM as part of 
the earliest /atin translation of his .itāb al-əifāʾ. The second one taNes into account the 
/atin translation of the authentic DCM and highlights some of its peculiarities.
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Les trois traductions latines de la Météorologie 
d’Avicenne : notes pour l’histoire du texte* 
Les trois branches de la tradition par laquelle la traduction de la Météorologie 
du əifāʾ d·$vicenne1 a été transmise au monde latin — c’est un fait acquis — 
sont indppendantes l·une de l·autre et se distinguent du point de vue de la 
chronologie des traducteurs et des savants impliTups du proMet intellectuel 
donnant l’impulsion aux traductions et de leur fortune2. 
* &ette contribution contient le dpveloppement d·une communication Tue M·ai prpsentpe au 
colloque A &rossroad betZeen (ast and :est 7Ke Latin 0ediaeval 7ranslations of tKe .itāb al-əifāʾ (Book 
of tKe &ure of Ibn 6īnā (Avicenna, 3ise . Elle nait de la collaboration avec -ean-0arc 0andosio 
concernant l’étude et l’édition du texte de la Météorologie d·$vicenne d·aprqs la version latine 
conservpe dans le manuscrit 8rb. /at.  (voir infra) et l’original arabe, en complément des 
spminaires tenus par ce dernier j l·ecole 3ratiTues des +autes etudes (3aris). -e tiens j remercier 
les pditeurs et les rpviseurs de leur avde et de leurs suggestions et  Dr. 0arie-2dile 9olpost d·avoir 
revisp le franoais de cet article. 
1 əifāʾ deuxiqme somme (consacrpe j la 3hilosophie naturelle) cinTuiqme partie en deux 
livres Sur les minéraux et les manifestations élevées (ci-dessous les rpfprences j l·ouvrage sont 
abrégées ainsi : 2, V, I/II, ch.). Ibn Sīnā, Al-6Kifāʾ al-ɥabīʿi\\āt al-0aʿādin Za-l-Įɠār al-ʿulwiyya, éds. 
A. Muntaɜ,r, S. Zāy,d, A. I60āʿī/, I. Madkūr, Le Caire 1965.
2 Les données saillantes à propos de la traduction de la Météorologie du əifāʾ se trouvent 
pparpillpes dans des publications diverses de l·pdition du 'e conJelatione et conJlutinatione lapidum 
par +olm\ard et 0andeville (voir infra) j l·introduction j l·ensemble de la tradition Tui prpcqde 
le répertoire des manuscrits de l’Avicenna latinus par 0. T. d·$lvern\. Elles ont ptp rpcemment 
récapitulées et organisées par J.-M. Mand26,2&dI Mart,n2, La ´0ptporoloJieµ d’Avicenne (.itāb al-
əifā’ 9 et sa diffusion dans le monde latin, dans A. S3((r/w(*(n(r eds., Wissen über Grenzen  arabiscKes 
:issen und lateiniscKes 0ittelalter, De Gruyter, Berlin 2006, pp. 406-424 ; J.-M. Mand26,2, Follower or 
opponent of Aristotle " 7Ke critical reception of Avicenna’s 0eteoroloJ\ in tKe Latin Zorld and tKe leJac\ 
of Alfred the Englishman (j paravtre) j propos notamment de la rpception par $lfred de Sareshel 
(voir infra  Me remercie -ean-0arc 0andosio de m·avoir permis de lire sa contribution avant la 
publication). Voir également, A. b(rt2/a&&,, A Community of Translators  7Ke Latin 0edieval 9ersions 
of Avicenna’s %ooN of tKe &ure, dans C. J. M(w6, J. n. Cr266/(y éds., Communities of Learning : Networks 
and tKe 6KapinJ of Intellectual Identit\ in (urope -, d. C. , Brepols, Turnhout 2011, pp. 37-54.
Le contenu de la Météorologie d·$vicenne ne rentre pas dans la perspective du prpsent article. $fin 
de fournir les repqres essentiels il convient Muste de rappeler sommairement Tue l·auteur organise 
les deux livres de son traitp en se basant sur la distinction d·abord entre les deux zones du monde 
sublunaire o les phpnomqnes ont lieu : la terre et ce qui est au-dessus de la terre. En analysant donc 
respectivement ce Tui se passe j la surface de la terre dans le premier livre et puis dans le deuxiqme 
livre les phpnomqnes mptporologiTues Tui se produisent au-dessus de la terre le texte d·$vicenne 
procqde de maniqre ¶ascendante· selon l·ordre des Tuatre plpments en allant de la terre au feu.
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En prenant comme point de départ les études des spécialistes, le propos du 
prpsent article est de considprer les vicissitudes de la tradition de la Météorologie 
non pas dans l·optiTue de parcourir la rpception latine de l·±uvre d·$vicenne et 
notamment des livres naturels du əifāʾ, mais en tant qu’élément de la tradition 
pouvant en mettre en lumiqre des aspects saillants. /e caractqre discontinu 
de la réception de la Météorologie du point de vue chronologiTue et pgalement 
sur le plan des intentions sppcifiTues et des circonstances Tui ont constitup le 
terrain o chacune des diverses phases de rpception s·est produite est l·plpment 
historiquement et philologiquement clé qui constitue le point d’appui de l’analyse. 
/·ptude vise donc en premier lieu j distinguer anal\ser et contextualiser les 
circonstances sppcifiTues les caractpristiTues philologiTues marTuantes ainsi 
Tue les buts textuels et philosophiTues Tui ont motivp l·activitp des protagonistes 
de chacune des phases de réception de la Météorologie. Ces données prennent 
une place importante dans la discussion dptaillpe visant j vprifier les diffprentes 
h\pothqses d·attribution de la traduction anon\me du De diluviis (voir infra) et 
dans l·anal\se de la troisiqme ptape de rpception o une attention particuliqre 
est consacrpe j la prpsentation du manuscrit Tui la conserve et au rapport entre 
le texte latin et l’original arabe.
/e tableau Tui se dpgage de cette anal\se met en lumiqre le caractqre 
discontinu de la réception, de la Météorologie et du əifāʾ  c·est un aspect significatif 
Tui permet d·interprpter la tradition et entre autre de clarifier la situation de 
l·ouvrage d·$vicenne dans le cadre des traductions tolpdanes du ;,,e siqcle. ,l 
consent aussi de confirmer le r{le d·$vicenne et de son ±uvre comme autoritp 
de l’aristotélisme dont la lecture aide à la compréhension des sources anciennes, 
et enfin de saisir le reÁet articulp d·un milieu intellectuel d\namiTue o les 
protagonistes ³ c·est-j-dire les traducteurs ³ partageaient l·accqs aux mrmes 
lectures philosophiTues tout en ptant motivps par des intprrts et des intentions 
doctrinales différentes. 
/es deux premiqres ptapes de l·histoire du texte latin de la Météorologie sont 
chronologiTuement et gpographiTuement concomitantes avec la traduction d·une 
importante partie du əifāʾ faite j Tolqde aprqs les annpes  essentiellement 
par Dominicus Gundissalinus (ca. 1110 - ca. 1190) et Abraham Ibn Dawud (ca. 
3our le dptail du contenu Me renvoie au schpma dans Mand26,2dI Mart,n2, La “Météorologie” 
d’Avicenne cit. pp. -. -.-0. 0andosio a consacrp une anal\se dptaillpe j l·organisation du 
matpriau mptporologiTue de la part d·$vicenne entre la Tuatriqme partie de la philosophie 
naturelle (6ur les actions et les passions) et les deux livres de la cinTuiqme (Sur les minéraux et les 
manifestations élevées) dans sa communication au colloque A Crossroad between East and West. The 
Latin 0ediaeval 7ranslations of tKe .itāb al-əifāʾ (%ooN of tKe &ure of Ibn 6īnā (Avicenna, Pise 2015 ; une 
prpsentation approfondie se trouve dans l·article du mrme auteur FolloZer or opponent cit.
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1110-1180  c·est j ce dernier Tue revient le r{le principal dans l·impulsion Tui 
a donnp lieu j la rpception latine de l·±uvre d·$vicenne3). L’introduction, une 
partie de la Logique (Isagoge et une partie des 6econds anal\tiTues), une partie de 
la 3K\siTue, le De anima et la 0ptapK\siTue furent traduites en latin. Néanmoins 
les deux versions partielles de la Météorologie sont indépendantes de cette 
entreprise elles se dpmarTuent notamment par le fait Tue l·±uvre d·$vicenne en 
tant Tue telle n·ptait pas le vpritable obMectif des traducteurs ni de leurs proches 
interlocuteurs. Dans les deux cas, il s’agissait de traductions fonctionnelles, 
Tui rendaient de fait accessible un texte devant servir en premiqre instance 
j la comprphension et j l·ptude d·autres sources. Si la rpception de l·ouvrage 
d·$vicenne peut rtre vue comme l·un des deux axes parallqles du mouvement 
de traduction a\ant pris forme j cette ppoTue les premiqres versions de la 
Météorologie pourraient rtre Tualifipes d·une sorte de tradition directe dont la 
rpception a ptp indirecte du point de vue de l·intention et des circonstances 
sppcifiTues dans lesTuelles les traductions ont ptp produites. 
1) L’histoire textuelle du De mineralibus, par Alfred de Sareshel, est désormais bien 
connue4. $ccomplie vers la fin du ;,,e siqcle cette traduction est l·aboutissement 
d·une oppration pditoriale dplibprpe o des extraits du livre , de la Météorologie du 
əifāʾ — le premier chapitre sur l’origine des pierres et des montagnes (əifāʾ 2, V, I, 
ch. ) et le cinTuiqme chapitre sur les minpraux et les mptaux (əifāʾ 2, V, I, ch. 5) 
³ venaient combler une lacune dans l·±uvre d·$ristote et par conspTuent dans 
sa doctrine. /a rpdaction dptaillpe d·$vicenne restituait dans l·interprptation et 
l·intention du traducteur-compilateur la thporie des minpraux au suMet de leur 
nature et de leurs diffprentes espqces Tue le Stagirite annonce j la fin du livre ,,, 
des 0ptporoloJiTues sans toutefois l’aborder. Le traducteur agit ici en philologue, 
3 Voir en particulier S. VAn rIet, P. J2d2*n(, Avicenna Latinus &odices &odices descripsit 0-7 
d’Alvern\ Addenda colleJerunt 6 9an 5iet et 3 -odoJne 3eeters 3ublishers /euven  p.  ss. et les 
études récentes de A. F,d2ra, (in pKilosopKiscKer 'ialoJ der 5eliJionen im 7oledo des  -aKrKunderts : 
AbraKam Ibn 'aud und 'ominicus *undissalinus, dans y6&hwart=9kr(&h éds., 5eliJious ApoloJetics 
² 3KilosopKical ArJumentation 0ohr SiebecN Tbingen  pp. - ; C. burn(tt, Arabic into 
Latin in the Middle Ages  7Ke 7ranslators and tKeir Intellectual and 6ocial &onte[t, Ashgate, Farnham-
Burlington 2009 ; A. b(rt2/a&&,, 7Ke reception of Avicenna in Latin medieval culture, dans P. Ada062n 
éd., InterpretinJ Avicenna &ritical (ssa\s &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. - ; 
G. Fr(ud(ntha/, AbraKam Ibn 'aud AvendautK 'ominicus *undissalinus and 3ractical 0atKematics in 
0id-7ZelftK &entur\ 7oledo, « Aleph », 16/1, 2016, pp. 61-106.
4 En ce qui concerne cette étape de réception, l’analyse des modes, des aspects clé 
et de l’approche aux sources de la part de son protagoniste est menée dans le détail par 
Mand26,2, FolloZer or opponent cit. Voir aussi Mand26,2dI Mart,n2, La ´0ptporoloJieµ d’Avicenne 
cit. ; e. J. H2/0yardd&0and(9,//(, Avicennae de conJelatione et conJlutinatione lapidum being 
6ections of tKe .itöb al-əiföʾ, Librairie orientaliste Paul Geuthner, Paris 1927 ; (ru%,n2, Alfredo 
di 6KaresKill editore della meteoroloJia aristotelica « Giornale critico della filosofia italiana », 94, 
2015, pp. 496-479.
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extrapolant et adaptant le texte Tu·il estimait rtre d·$ristote et reconstituant 
ainsi son ptat ¶originel· tel Tu·il aurait ptp conservp chez $vicenne reconnu comme 
mavtre de l·aristotplisme et interprqte du Stagirite5. 
/·activitp de traducteur d·$lfred s·est concrptispe dans la traduction des 
parties de la philosophie naturelle portant sur les minéraux et les plantes. 
Elle se situe en continuitp avec l·entreprise de traduction gravitant autour de 
*prard de &rpmone et suivant un programme cohprent Tui en ce Tui concerne 
la philosophie visait j l·acTuisition des ±uvres d·$ristote et de certains de ses 
commentateurs dont la lecture devait rtre utile j la comprphension des pcrits 
du Stagirite. En outre elle correspond au principal domaine d·intprrt et de 
connaissance d’Alfred, qui s’intéressait aux libri naturales et notamment à la 
science météorologique6. L’élément qu’il est intéressant de remarquer et de 
souligner est que la traduction du De mineralibus est le rpsultat et rpvqle la riche 
coprésence d’apports concourants autour du programme de traduction tolédan : 
si l·intention Tui a motivp cette version n·a nullement ptp en relation directe 
avec celle de la rpception d·$vicenne l·±uvre de ce dernier avait pris sans 
doute une place de premier plan en tant que corollaire à la lecture d’Aristote 
et des anciens, parmi les sources qui constituaient les lectures philosophiques 
des savants Muifs et arabes de l·ppoTue et Tui ptaient disponibles j Tolqde 
accessibles aux /atins connaissant l·arabe et en partie en train d·rtre traduites7. 
5 /e mrme t\pe d·oppration concerne l·autre traduction d·$lfred celle du 'e plantis pseudo-
aristotplicien faite j partir de la version arabe du 'e veJetabilibus et plantis de Nicolas de Damas, qui a 
ptp reoue comme ptant l·ouvrage d·$ristote. /a production d·$lfred comprend les deux traductions : De 
mineralibus et 'e plantis ±uvres desTuelles il a composp des commentaires (il a peut-rtre existp un autre 
commentaire perdu sur le 'e Jeneratione et corruptione, cf. 1icolaus 'amascenus de 3lantis Five 7ranslations, 
éds. h-dr266aart/u/2)6(/-322rt0an, North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam - Oxford - 
1ew <orN  p. ) et l·pcrit originel 'e motu cordis. C. ba(u0k(r éd., Des Alfred von Sareshel (Alfredus 
AnJlicus 6cKrift de 0otu cordis $schendorff 0nster  ; r-/2n*, Alfred of Sareshel’s Commentary on 
tKe 3seudo-Aristotelian De plantis  A &ritical (dition, « 0ediaeval studies », 47, 1985, pp. 125-167 ; 1icolaus 
'amascenus de 3lantis cit., p. 468 ss. ; ru%,n2, Alfredo di 6KaresKill editore della meteoroloJia aristotelica cit. ; 
Mand26,2, FolloZer or opponent cit.  cf. l·article de Elisa 5ubino dans le prpsent volume.
6 Cf. C. burn(tt, 7Ke &oKerence of tKe Arabic-Latin 7ranslation 3roJram in 7oledo in tKe 7ZelftK 
Century, « Science in Context », 14, 2001, pp. 249-288. 
7 &. %urnett suggqre Tue $lfred de mrme Tue 0ichel Scot aprqs lui ait travaillp j partir du 
manuscrit du əifāʾ d’Abraham ibn Dawud. Cf. burn(tt, 7Ke &oKerence of tKe Arabic-Latin 7ranslation 
Program cit., p. 264. En ce qui concerne la question de l’ampleur et des traces de la réception 
d·$vicenne chez les savants Muifs mpdipvaux plusieurs plans d·anal\se en constituent la complexitp : 
de la disponibilitp des textes et des manuscrits j la Tuestion linguistiTue de l·accqs aux sources par les 
savants Muifs de diffprents milieux gpographiTues et de diffprentes ppoTues des auteurs montrant une 
dppendance doctrinale aux traces pouvant rtre Tualifipes d·influence indirecte. 9oir G. Fr(ud(ntha/, 
M. Z2nta, 7Ke reception of Avicenna in -eZisK cultures (ast and :est, dans Ada062n éd., InterpretinJ 
Avicenna cit., pp. 214-241 et notamment la récente étude (et les indications bibliographiques) par 
e,d., Avicenna amonJ mediaeval -eZs, « Arabic Sciences and Philosophy », 22/2, 2012, pp. 217-287 ; 
une réponse critique apportant un complément d’analyse a été publiée par S. Har9(y, Some notes on 
‘Avicenna amonJ mediaeval -eZs’, « Arabic Sciences and Philosophy »,  25, 2015, pp. 249-277.
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Grâce aux liens et au contexte dans lequel il a opéré, Alfred a pu acquérir une 
connaissance approfondie du əifāʾ 8 où puiser, comme source de la tradition 
aristotélicienne. Et c’est en raison de cette compétence, témoignée par son 
activitp de rpdaction et de traduction et de l·utilisation Tu·il a fait de cette 
source Tue certains sppcialistes (notamment 0. T. d·$lvern\) ont suggprpe de 
lui attribuer également l’autre traduction partielle de la Météorologie du əifāʾ 9.
) /e dernier chapitre du second livre de la Météorologie du əifāʾ, consacré aux 
« evqnements remarTuables Tui se vprifient dans le monde » a fait l·obMet d·une 
traduction anonyme, transmise sous le titre de De diluviis in Timaeum Platonis10. 
/e renvoi au Timée est explicite dans l·ensemble des onze manuscrits conservps 
de la traduction11 laquelle se présente donc comme une lecture de support, 
expresspment exploitpe pour plucider une source maMeure : le dialogue de Platon 
dont la doctrine cosmologique était connue en latin depuis le IVe-Ve siqcle grkce 
j la traduction partielle et au commentaire de &alcidius (a-c) et servait 
d’assise aux connaissances des auteurs du XIIe siqcle12. 
Le chapitre du əifāʾ en Tuestion correspond au chapitre  du premier livre des 
0ptporoloJiTues d·$ristote o est abordpe la Tuestion des c\cles d·interversion 
des terres et des mers du devenir des terres et des populations du changement 
naturel de l·excqs de pluies « j la maniqre du dpluge »13, qui fait que ce ne 
8 Cf. Mand26,2, FolloZer or opponent cit.
9 d·a/9(rny, Avicenna Latinus  codices p. . 2n reviendra plus loin sur la Tuestion de l·anon\mat 
de cette traduction.
10 /e texte a ptp publip d·aprqs le manuscrit de bibliothqTue &olbertina (voir ci-dessous) par M. 
A/2n62 A/2n62, Las traducciones de -uan *onzalez de Burgos y Salomon, « Alandalus », 14, 1949, pp. 291-
. 8ne pdition critiTue est en cours de prpparation par Dag 1. +asse.
11 Naples, Biblioteca nazionale, ms. XI.AA.49 (2), Liber V Naturalium (XVIe s.) ; Cité du Vatican, 
ms. Vat. Lat. 725, ff. v-r (;,,,e-XIVe s.)  &itp du 9atican ms. 9at. /at.  f. r-v (;,9e s.) ; 
*raz 8niversitltsbibliotheN ms. 482, ff. v-r (;,,,e s.)  Erfurt StadtbibliotheN ms. $mplon. 
4.  f. r-v (;,9e s.)  0unich %a\erische StaatsbibliotheN ms. &/0.  f. r-v (;,,,e 
s.)  1uremberg StadtbibliotheN ms. &ent. 9.  f. v (;,9e s.) ; Cordoue, Biblioteca Colombina, 
ms. .. ff. v-r (;,,,e s.)  &racovie -agiellonian /ibrar\ ms.  ff. v-r (;,,,e s.) ; 
&hicago 1ewberr\ /ibrar\ ms.  (olim 0elN .losterbibliotheN ) ff. v-r (;,9e s.) ; 
3alerme %iblioteca comunale ms. 4T. *.  ff. v-r ( paraphrase ?).
12 /e dialogue avait ptp partiellement traduit aussi par &icpron (d-b). &f. I. Ca,a==2, The 
Four (lements in tKe :orN of :illiam of &oncKes, dans %2%r,6t, I. Ca,a==2 éds., *uillaume de &oncKes : 
3KilosopKie et 6cience au ;IIqme siqcle S,S0E/-Edizioni del *alluzzo )irenze  pp. - ; ead., La 
materia nei commenti al Timeo del secolo ;II, « Quaestio », 7, 2007, pp. 245-264 ; t/(,nkau), C. St((/ 
éds., 3lato’s 7imaeus and tKe Foundations of &osmoloJ\ in Late AntiTuit\ tKe 0iddle AJes and 5enaissance, 
/euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven .
13 Ar,6t2t(, 0ptporoloJiTues, I, 14, 351a20. Ar,6t2t(, 0ptporoloJiTues, trad. J. Gr2,6ard, Flammarion, 
Paris 2008.
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sont « pas touMours les mrmes lieux de la terre Tui sont secs ou humides »14. Le 
texte aristotplicien constitue le point de dppart de l·argumentation d·$vicenne 
laquelle n’en est pas pour autant une simple reprise ou un commentaire ; elle 
est beaucoup plus ample et c·est dans le texte les thqmes et la perspective 
cosmologique et métaphysique du Timée Tu·elle trouve un pcho : « Bien des fois 
et de bien des maniqres le genre humain a ptp dptruit et il le sera encore. /es 
catastrophes les plus importantes sont dues au feu et à l’eau, mais des milliers 
d·autres causes provoTuent des catastrophes moins importantes. >«@ /es corps 
Tui dans le ciel accomplissent une rpvolution autour de la terre sont soumis j 
une variation (paralla[is Tui se reproduit j de longs intervalles  ce Tui se trouve 
j la surface de la terre est alors dptruit par un excqs de feu. ­ ces moments-
lj tous les rtres humains Tui sont ptablis sur des montagnes et en des lieux 
plevps ou secs pprissent >«@ 4uand en revanche les dieux pour purifier la terre 
provoTuent un dpluge ce sont les habitants des montagnes Tui sont ppargnps »15. 
$prqs avoir dpcrit la nature d·un dpluge Tui est prpcispment « la victoire 
d’un des quatre éléments sur le quart habitable de la terre » — malgré le fait que 
le plus connu soit le déluge d’eau et que par conséquent ce soit ce dernier que le 
terme dpsigne par simplification ³ $vicenne dpcrit la maniqre dont un dpluge 
se produit : par une conMoncture astrale particuliqre et des causes accidentelles 
telles Tue des vents ruineux pour les dpluges d·air ou l·ignition soudaine de 
vents forts pour les dpluges de feux. 2r ces phpnomqnes peuvent provoTuer la 
disparition des terres habitables et l·extinction des rtres animaux et des plantes. 
/·affirmation de cette conspTuence sert j l·auteur de transition pour aborder le 
thqme Tui occupe la suite du chapitre : la maMeure partie de cette unitp ³ presTue 
deux tiers — est consacrée au discours sur la possibilité de génération spontanée 
des espqces animales j la suite d·pvqnement catastrophiTue tel Tu·un dpluge16. 
14 Ar,6t2t(, 0ptporoloJiTues, I, 14, 352a32.
15 P/at2n, Timée, 22c-23b. P/at2n, Timée, trad. / %r,662n, Flammarion, Paris 20015. Parallaxis 
désigne ici « un phpnomqne astronomiTue Tui se produit j intervalles rpguliers et Tui se situe dans 
le cours normal des choses mrme s·il provoTue des catastrophes », cf. n. 59, p. 226. ³ /e thqme des 
changements et des exterminations dues aux inondations et autres catacl\smes revient pgalement 
dans les Lois (III, 677a-b), à propos de l’origine des constitutions politiques.
16 Cf. A. b(rt2/a&&,, Averroes aJainst Avicenna on Human 6pontaneous *eneration  7Ke 6tartinJ-
Point of a Lasting Debate, dans A. Aka62y, G. G,*/,2n, éds., 5enaissance Averroism and Its AftermatK : 
Arabic 3KilosopK\ in (arl\ 0odern (urope, Springer, London 2013, pp. 37-54 ; D. N. HASSe, 6pontaneous 
Jeneration and tKe ontoloJ\ of forms in *reeN Arabic and medieval Latin sources, dans P. Ada062n éd., 
&lassical Arabic 3KilosopK\  6ources and 5eception, The Warburg Institute - Nino Aragno, London - 
Torino  pp. -. ³ /e chapitre et l·argument d·$vicenne se concluent avec un parallqle 
illustratif portant sur la nature et la manifestation ou l·absence durant de longs intervalles de 
temps, des qualités artistiques chez les hommes, pour montrer comment une caractéristique 
peut exister sans avoir touMours existp et alors Tu·elle ne s·est pas manifestpe pendant de longues 
générations (cf. Ibn Sīnā, Al-əifāʾ, 2, V, II, ch. 6, p. 79).
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$vicenne admet la possibilitp Tu·en conspTuence d·une rare configuration cpleste 
et d·une disposition des plpments sppcifiTues Tui ne se produit Tue dans des laps 
de temps trqs longs « il n’est pas contestable que les animaux et les plantes, ou 
certaines de leurs espqces disparaissent et puis viennent j l·rtre >j nouveau@ 
par gpnpration >spontanpe@ sans reproduction. En effet aucune dpmonstration 
n·emprche l·existence et l·innovation des choses aprqs leur extinction par 
gpnpration >spontanpe@ sans reproduction. 3lusieurs animaux adviennent par 
gpnpration >spontanpe@ et reproduction et pgalement les plantes »17. En effet, 
c’est un mélange donné qui constitue le fondement des choses existantes, et 
en derniqre instance ce sont les plpments par leur composition selon des 
conditions et des proportions particuliqres. Si ce mplange se produit le r{le 
de protection de l·utprus est superÁu (« il ne fait rien si ce n’est que retenir, 
combiner et accomplir »18) ; et dans ces circonstances extraordinaires, l’action 
formative peut venir de l·action directe du Dator formarum.
Comme dans le cas du De mineralibus c·est le rapport avec une source 
ancienne beaucoup plus Tue la paternitp avicennienne Tui est le trait distinctif 
de ce texte et la motivation de sa traduction latine. En effet le chapitre du 
əifāʾ représente un approfondissement remarquable touchant à des questions 
physiques et cosmologiques que les lecteurs latins connaissaient à partir du 
Timée, la source primaire de la doctrine de l’origine du monde, des principes des 
rtres de la structure de la rpalitp matprielle et de la nature humaine. Et c·est en 
remplissant cette fonction de corollaire et de dpveloppement Tue la traduction 
se trouve dans les manuscrits Tui la conservent sans Tu·aucun rapport avec le 
reste de l·±uvre d·$vicenne en tant Tue telle ne vienne la caractpriser d·une 
maniqre TuelconTue. /·attribution mrme j $vicenne dans les manuscrits est 
absente ou a ptp aMoutpe postprieurement (c·est le cas dans trois manuscrits). /a 
mention et les citations du De diluviis par Albert le Grand représentent le seul 
témoignage indirect connu de la traduction latine anonyme et de l’attribution 
explicite j $vicenne19. Cependant, contrairement au De mineralibus qui a été 
attribué à Aristote, cette circonstance n’a pas donné lieu à une distorsion ou 
une confusion dans l’histoire du texte du De diluviis. Le témoignage d’Albert 
17 Ibn Sīnā, Al-əifāʾ, 2, V, II, ch. 6, pp. 76-77.
18 Ibn Sīnā, Al-əifāʾ, 2, V, II, ch. 6, p. 77.
19 /es rpfprences se trouvent dans , et ,, 'e creaturis (cf. A/2n62 A/2n62, Las traducciones cit., 
p. 305, note 1), et aussi dans le 'e causis proprietatum elementorum I, tract. 2, cap. 13. Le De diluviis 
est également l’une des sources du pseudo-Albert 'e secretis mulierum composp vers la fin du ;,,,e 
siqcle ou le dpbut du ;,9e : l·ouvrage \ est mentionnp explicitement avec ce titre sous le nom 
d·$vicenne. &f. El De secretis mulierum atribuido a Alberto 0aJno (studio ediciyn crttica \ traducciyn, 
éd. J. P. barra*Én n,(t2 )pdpration ,nternationale des ,nstituts d·etudes 0pdipvales 3orto  
(Textes et études du moyen âge, 63), p. 328.
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le *rand supporte les indices codicologiTues venant des manuscrits et sert j 
établir un terme ante Tuem de la traduction Tui doit sans doute avoir ptp faite 
avant les annpes -. &ela n·aide pas significativement j la datation car 
la fourchette chronologiTue reste assez large mais signifie Tue la version n·a 
pas de relation avec la troisiqme ptape de la rpception d·$vicenne dont il sera 
question plus loin et qui a occupé le dernier quart du XIIIe siqcle. 
Des indices plus prpcis peuvent rtre distingups en abordant la Tuestion 
de l·anon\mat de cette traduction. ,l convient d·anticiper Tue le but des 
observations Tue M·avance ci-dessous est premiqrement de mettre en lumiqre la 
¶complexitp d·un cas simple· et de dpgager ce Tu·il est important de remarTuer 
en parcourant les h\pothqses d·attribution sur la base de l·interprptation des 
donnpes relevpes. &ela au-delj du simple fait d·assigner un nom d·auteur j une 
traduction, comme une sorte d’étiquette d’attribution qui ne porte pas à terme 
en soi la tkche vpritablement significative de dpcrire le s\stqme de relations 
dans lequel la traduction a été produite. 
/·anon\mat de notre version n·est pas un cas exceptionnel parmi les 
traductions latines du XIIe et du XIIIe siqcle. Des h\pothqses d·attribution la 
reconduisent j l·une ou l·autre des figures de traducteurs connues Tui ont eu 
un lien TuelconTue avec l·±uvre d·$vicenne et sa rpception : Alfred de Sareshel 
d’une part et Dominicus Gundissalinus de l’autre. Puisque les indices que l’on 
relqve dans le but d·identifier un auteur mpdipval ³ ou un traducteur comme 
dans notre cas sppcifiTue ³ ne sont pas des preuves mais sont plut{t des points 
d·appuis pour un exercice d·interprptation M·essaierai de discuter et de vprifier 
ces deux h\pothqses en croisant les donnpes historiTues et textuelles Tu·on peut 
mettre j profit.
La tradition manuscrite du De diluviis d·aprqs les ±uvres avec lesTuelles il a 
ptp copip ou transmis ne fournit pas d·indices vpritablement significatifs mis 
j part le lien avec le contexte de traduction tolpdan d·une trqs large partie des 
±uvres copipes dans les codices. Il semble que ce texte était lu non seulement dans 
une perspective ph\siTue et ontologiTue mais aussi gnospologiTue. En effet il 
apparavt sans Tue cela surprenne dans des recueils d·ouvrages de philosophie 
naturelle il c{toie des traitps sur les principes de la nature et sur la complexion 
et la mixtion (comme le traité 'e principiis naturae de Saint Thomas), ainsi que le 
'e secretis mulierum, d’Albert, le De unitate et uno de Gundissalinus, mais aussi le 
commentaire sur les 0eteoroloJica d’Alfred de Sareshel et son 'e motu cordis ; le De 
diluviis se trouve aussi rpguliqrement copip avec des pcrits de noptiTue tels Tue le 
'e intellectu de )öröbƮ d·$lexandre et d·al-.indƮ l·pcrit 'e plurificatione potentialis 
intellectus de Gilles de Rome, et le 'e intellectu et intelliJibili d’Albert le Grand. 
La littérature spécialisée souligne unanimement le fait que le trait 
caractpristiTue de l·activitp de traduction et de la production de Dominicus 
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Gundissalinus20 est reprpsentp par l·intprrt pour les sources de la tradition 
arabe et notamment Mudpo-arabe de la philosophie sous la possible inÁuence 
d·$braham ibn Dawud plut{t Tue pour la transmission de l·hpritage grec j 
proprement parler j travers les traductions arabes Tui le conservaient. &et aspect 
se manifeste clairement dans son activitp de traducteur : c’est dans ce sillon de 
sources et d·intprrts venant intpgrer l·pducation Tu·il avait reou dans ses annpes 
d’études dans les studia franoais et notamment j &hartres Tue se dpveloppe la 
personnalitp philosophiTue de *undissalinus et il se dpmarTue comme figure de 
rpfprence dans la rpception de cette mrme tradition intellectuelle Mudpo-arabe. 
Les traités philosophiques qui lui sont attribués — 'e scientiis, De divisione 
pKilosopKiae, De anima, De unitate et uno, 'e processione mundi — montrent les liens 
thporiTues ptroits entre ses intprrts portant sur la ps\chologie l·ontologie la 
cosmologie et la logiTue son ±uvre originelle et ses traductions. 1otamment les 
doctrines du Timée de Platon sont les références de la problématique ontologique 
et cosmologiTue de *undissalinus Tu·on trouve abordpe en particulier dans ses De 
unitate et uno et 'e processione mundi, où il se penche entre autre sur les questions 
de l·ordre et de la composition des plpments de la dprivation cosmogoniTue et 
de la causalitp divine. /a rpception de sources ptrangqres j la tradition latine 
représentée par la traduction partielle du Timée accompagnée du commentaire 
de &alcidius ³ autoritps philosophiTues puisant dans la tradition Muive et 
arabe respectivement reprpsentpes par le Fons 9itae de Shlomo Ibn Gabirol et 
par la 0ptapK\siTue du əifāʾ d·$vicenne Tue *undissalinus a traduit en latin ³
pourrait inclure de maniqre tout j fait cohprente la traduction du De diluviis. 
&ette traduction venant complpter la connaissance et la comprphension de la 
lecture du Timée devrait alors rtre situpe aux alentours des annpes - 
pendant le spMour de *undissalinus j Tolqde et l·entreprise de traduction du əifāʾ, 
20 ,l traduisit on le rappelle des pcrits d·al-.indƮ d·al-)öröbƮ et probablement d·,saac ,sraeli 
le Fons vitae d’Ibn Gabirol, les Intentions des pKilosopKes (0aTāsid al-falāsifa) d·$l-ƞazölƮ outre bien 
entendu, la 0ptapK\siTue du əifāʾ, une partie de la LoJiTue (sur la démonstration), la 3K\siTue (livres 
, j ,,,) et le livre sur l·kme. &f. dnhASSe, A. bhttn(r, 1otes on Anon\mous 7ZelftK-&entur\ 7ranslations 
of 3KilosopKical 7e[ts from Arabic into Latin on tKe Iberian 3eninsula (j paravtre  Me remercie Dag +asse 
de m·avoir envo\p l·article avant la publication) ; dnhASSe, Avicenna’s 'e Anima in tKe Latin :est, 
The Warburg Institute - Nino Aragno, London - Torino 2000 ; burn(tt Arabic into Latin cit. ; n. P2//2n,, 
(lementi per una bioJrafia di 'ominicus *undisalvi, « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et littpraire du 
0o\en kge »   pp. -. /es ±uvres originales de *undissalinus comprennent : d20,n,&u6 
Gund,66a/,nu6, 7ractatus de anima, éd. J. t. Mu&k/(, « 0ediaeval Studies », 2, 1940, pp. 23-103 ; d20,n,&u6 
Gund,66a/,nu6, 'e processione mundi, M. J. S2t2 bruna, C. A/2n62 d(/r(a/ éds. et trads., Coleccion de 
3ensamiento 0edieval \ 5enacentista  3amplona  ; d20,n,&u6 Gund,66a/,nu6, Über die Einteilung 
der 3KilosopKie  'e divisione pKilosopKiae, A. F,d2radw(rn(r pds. et trads. +erders %ibliotheN des 
3hilosophie des 0ittelalters  )reiburg i. %r. . 3our l·utilisation de doctrines avicenniennes 
dans les ±uvres personelles de *undissalinus voir l·article de 1. 3olloni dans le prpsent volume.
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Tui le vit j l·±uvre en collaboration avec ,bn Dawud et -ohannes +ispanus. /a 
cohprence avec les thqmes fondamentaux des intprrts de *undissalinus pourrait 
également suggérer les raisons du choix des parties du əifāʾ à traduire, négligeant 
la succession ordonnpe des sommes et des livres et suivant en revanche des 
critqres d·ordre doctrinal. /a traduction isolpe du De diluviis, qui serait donc le 
seul chapitre de la Météorologie j avoir ptp traduit dans le cadre d·un proMet de 
réception, ne surprendrait alors pas comme c·est le cas pour le livre De l’âme. 
Deux difficultps principales viennent compliTuer l·interprptation du tableau. 
/a premiqre est Tue le De diluviis n·est Mamais mentionnp dans les pcrits de 
Gundissalinus. En second lieu, si on s’approche du texte, on remarque que le 
De diluviis n·est pas une traduction suivie et complqte bien Tu·elle ne soit pas 
non plus classable comme une paraphrase : le trait le plus distinctif lui vient 
du fait que des passages sont fréquemment et librement raccourcis et d’autres 
sont omis lorsTue le traducteur les considqre visiblement superÁus pour la 
comprphension de l·intention du texte. &et aspect j la fois confirme le but de la 
version et se Mustifie en raison de celui-ci c·est-j-dire du fait Tue l·intention de la 
traduction n·est pas en premiqre instance de traduire $vicenne mais de rendre 
disponible un pcrit utile j l·interprptation d·un obMet textuel donnp notamment 
une source faisant autoritp au suMet de la science naturelle de la cosmologie 
et de la connaissance de la nature de l·kme humaine. 0ais ce trait est aussi un 
facteur caractérisant de la technique de traduction. Dominicus Gundissalinus 
est d·ordinaire un traducteur fidqle et littpral Tui n·abrqge pas son modqle et ne 
s’éloigne pas de la traduction mot à mot  cependant deux exceptions j cette rqgle 
peuvent rtre mentionnpes : la traduction de l’enumpration des sciences d·al-)öröbƮ 
dont l’attribution est certaine21, et les deux derniers chapitres de la 0ptapK\siTue 
du əifāʾ Tui sont abrpgps en raison de leur caractqre « islamique »22. Le De diluviis 
pourrait venir s·aMouter j celles-ci. 
­ ce propos on remarTue Tue les raccourcis rappellent le mode de travail 
d’Alfred de Sareshel, que l’on constate dans son De mineralibus, sous la forme 
d·une extrrme s\nthptisation de la formulation d·une phrase et de l·intervention 
sur son modqle en adaptant et remaniant des passages. Toutefois il me semble 
Tue mis j part le fait d·rtre deux traductions faites ad Koc les motivations 
doctrinales et l·intention textuelle auxTuelles rppond la version du De diluviis 
semblent s·ploigner un peu de celles Tui caractprisent l·±uvre d·$lfred. &e dernier 
n’était certes pas étranger aux lectures philosophiques fondamentales comme le 
21 dnhASSe, Abbreviation in 0edieval Latin 7ranslations from Arabic, dans rw,6n296ky)wa//,6, 
F. C. Fu02, C. Fra(nk(/ éds., 9eKicles of 7ransmission 7ranslation and 7ransformation in 0edieval 7e[tual 
Culture, Brepols, Turnhout 2011, pp. 159-172.
22 Cf. b(rt2/a&&,, 7Ke reception of Avicenna cit.
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Timée Tui figure parmi les sources de son commentaire au 'e plantiis et du De motu 
cordis23. 1panmoins ses intprrts doctrinaux et son activitp de traduction lipe au 
programme de *prard de &rpmone ne s·pcartent pas de l·±uvre d·$ristote et de 
sa réception. La traduction du De diluviis serait une version accidentelle faite en 
passant occasionnpe par la mavtrise et le recours du traducteur au əifāʾ en tant 
que source pour la connaissance et l’interprétation d’Aristote, et notamment de sa 
Météorologie. De plus sur le plan textuel mrme si le De diluviis est un chapitre assez 
court n’offrant pas une riche base stylistique et terminologique de comparaison 
sur laquelle fonder des conclusions irréfutables, il ne montre aucune ressemblance 
pvidente avec les habitudes marTuant les traductions d·$lfred. 
Entre les deux protagonistes, l’habitude et la technique du raccourci et des 
abrpviations textuelles pourrait faire entrer en scqne un autre traducteur 0ichel 
Scot (1175 ca-1236)24. %ien Tue ce dernier ait ptp impliTup particuliqrement dans 
la transmission des commentaires d·$verroqs il faut rappeler Tue la premiqre 
phase de son activitp est lipe j la cathpdrale de Tolqde aux sources disponibles 
dans sa bibliothqTue et j l·entreprise de traduction Tu·\ ptait menpe. ­ Tolqde 
o il est peut-rtre arrivp vers  0ichel Scot a traduit le 'e motibus caelorum 
d·$l-%itrɫƏƮ en 1217 et le De animalibus d’Aristote  cette derniqre traduction n·est 
pas datpe mais elle doit avoir ptp complptpe avant le dppart de l·auteur pour 
l·,talie vers 25. &. %urnett a soulignp la continuitp probable de la version du 
De animalibus avec le programme de traduction d·$ristote de *prard de &rpmone 
Tu·elle complqte venant aprqs les livres sur les mptpores et les plantes Tui avaient 
fait l·obMet du travail d·$lfred de Sareshel26. Dans ce mrme contexte gpographiTue 
et chronologiTue semble devoir se situer pgalement la traduction du De animalibus 
du əifāʾ Tui n·avait pas ptp traduit par *undissalinus et ses collaborateurs et 
dont la lecture complptait le travail de 0ichel Scot sur le traitp d·$ristote. /a 
dpdicace j l·empereur )rpdpric ,, Tui accompagne cette version dans les tpmoins 
conservps a sans doute pu avoir ptp aMoutpe par la suite par le traducteur lui-
mrme. 3our revenir donc aux abrpviations textuelles l·une des caractpristiTues 
relevpes dans les traductions des commentaires d·$verroqs par 0ichel Scot sont 
les raccourcis et les omissions de phrases ou de brefs paragraphes contenant des 
informations considprpes superÁues et npgligeables pour la comprphension du 
texte, sans pour autant que ce dernier soit résumé ou paraphrasé27. Ces traits 
23 Cf. 1icolaus 'amascenus de 3lantis Five 7ranslations cit.
24 dnhASSe, Latin Averroes 7ranslations of tKe First Half of tKe 7KirteentK &entur\, Olms, Hildesheim 
2010. 
25 C. burn(tt, 0icKael 6cot and tKe 7ransmission of scientific &ulture from 7oledo to %oloJna via tKe 
&ourt of FredericN II HoKenstaufen, « 0icrologus », 2, 1994, pp. 101-126.
26 burn(tt, 7Ke &oKerence cit., p. 262.
27 Cf. HASSe Abbreviation in Medieval Latin Translations cit.
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caractpristiTues se retrouvent dans le De diluviis qui est un texte sensiblement 
plus court que l’original et plus facilement lisible, en raison des coupures qui 
en conservent les points cruciaux de l·argumentation. &et aspect j c{tp du lien 
indiscutable avec les entreprises de traduction tolpdanes porterait j identifier 
0ichel Scot comme possible traducteur. Sous une perspective textuelle les 
recherches récentes de Dag N. Hasse28 visant j l·identification des traducteurs 
des versions anon\mes du ;,,e siqcle par une approche philologiTue baspe sur 
la stylométrie computationnelle comparant, à l’aide d’un logiciel, des particules 
de liaison de conMonctions des mots et des locutions brqves caractpristiTues 
d’un auteur, semblent supporter cette possibilité d’attribution (tandis que en 
ce qui concerne les deux autres traducteurs, Alfred et Gundissalinus, les indices 
philologiTues sont respectivement nuls et trqs faibles). ,l faut rappeler toutefois 
que la base textuelle représentée par le De diluviis est assez réduite et de ce fait les 
correspondances relevpes ne peuvent pas j mon avis rtre considprpes comme 
une preuve absolument concluante mais elles reprpsentent un indice de plus 
supportant l·enTurte historiTue et textuelle. 
En rpsumant les plpments relevps la traduction du De diluviis montre 
une dppendance bien distincte de la rpÁexion cosmologiTue et ontologiTue 
caractprisant le milieu culturel tolpdan de la fin du ;,,e siqcle. 3ar cet aspect 
doctrinal elle s·insqre de maniqre tout j fait cohprente dans le proMet intellectuel 
de *undissalinus tels Tui le dpvoilent j la fois ses pcrits personnels et les 
traductions qu’il a accomplies. Aussi, l’attribution à Gundissalinus permettrait 
d’expliquer le choix des parties du əifāʾ j traduire et le caractqre discontinu 
de la réception. Il resterait à expliquer pourquoi le De diluviis a été transmis 
seul sans un lien explicite avec les traductions des autres parties du əifāʾ par 
*undissalinus et sans l·attribution j ce dernier. /e lien avec le milieu tolpdan 
est aussi le dpnominateur commun des deux autres h\pothqses d·attribution 
renvo\ant j $lfred de Sareshel ou j 0ichel Scot bien Tu·avec des enMeux 
doctrinaux motivant la traduction bien moins solides par rapport j ceux Tui 
ont ptp relevps j propos de *undissalinus. Dans les deux cas le De diluviis serait 
une version collatprale Tui ne se Mustifierait pas par la cohprence avec un proMet 
intellectuel personnel. En ce qui concerne Alfred de Sareshel, la traduction du De 
diluviis serait la conséquence accessoire de sa connaissance du əifāʾ supportant 
son activitp de traducteur d·$ristote et de commentateur. 4uant j 0ichael Scot 
la continuitp avec l·activitp de traduction de ses proches prpdpcesseurs est le 
facteur Tui semblerait expliTuer ses versions tolpdanes sous une perspective 
regardant conMointement aux deux axes de l·activitp de traduction du ;,,e 
siqcle autour de *prard de &rpmone pour la rpception d·$ristote et autour 
28 Cf. HASSe, Notes on Anonymous cit. (voir note n. ). 
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de Dominicus *undissalinus pour la rpception d·$vicenne. ,l est plausible Tue 
Scot, accoutumé à la lecture du əifāʾ en tant que complément à celle d’Aristote 
— comme le montre sa traduction du De animalibus — ait été poussé à rendre 
accessible à ses contemporains le De diluviis une autre partie cruciale de l·±uvre 
d·$vicenne Tui n·avait pas fait l·obMet de l·activitp des traducteurs auparavant. En 
vertu de cette h\pothqse d·attribution la traduction serait un peu plus tardive 
et devrait rtre situpe dans les deux premiqres dpcennies du ;,,,e siqcle.
) /a troisiqme phase de rpception de la cinTuiqme partie de la ph\siTue du 
əifāʾ prend forme dans le cadre de la reprise et de l·achqvement dans la seconde 
moitié du XIIIe siqcle de l·entreprise de traduction de l·ouvrage d·$vicenne par 
*undissalinus et ses collaborateurs remontant au siqcle prpcpdent29. 
1ulle mention n·est faite dans l·uniTue manuscrit conservant la traduction 
(ms. 8rb. /at. ) des raisons Tui ont motivp l·entreprise. /·pvrTue *onzalo 
Perez (Garcia) Gudiel (1238/39-1298)30 est la figure charniqre de la mise en 
±uvre du proMet de traduction des livres naturels du əifāʾ — et de retraduction, 
pour les versions partielles Tui existaient dpMj en latin ³ Tu·il a commanditp j 
-uan *onzales de %urgos et j un certain Salomon. 1atif de Tolqde o il a reou sa 
premiqre pducation mozarabe il ptudia sans doute j 3aris dans les annpes -
58, où il obtint le titre de magister artium en 1259 ; ayant quitté Paris, il fut actif à 
l·universitp de 3adoue dans les premiqres annpes . &hanoine et archidiacre de 
la cathpdrale de %urgos et puis de Tolqde il fut nommp pvrTue de %urgos en  
et successivement archevrTue de Tolqde en  en complpment d·une carriqre 
internationale de renommée qui l’amena notamment en Italie, à plusieurs 
reprises au sein de la curie papale. /·±uvre d·$vicenne figure parmi les livres 
appartenus j *onzalo 3erez *udiel dpMj dans une liste de 31. La physique 
était une somme du əifāʾ dont l·importance et l·intprrt ptaient maMeurs et dont 
la traduction latine était largement lacunaire32. Les deux traducteurs chargés 
par l·pvrTue reprirent le travail lj o ,bn Dawud et Dominicus *undissalinus 
s·ptaient arrrtps et traduisirent les parties Tui n·ptaient pas accessibles j la 
lecture en latin : 3K\siTue III (les trois derniers chapitres du livre ,,, et le livre 
,9 n·ont fait l·obMet d·aucune traduction latine) 'e Jeneratione et corruptione 'e 
29 &f. l·article de -ules -anssens dans le prpsent volume.
30 F. J. H(rnÉnd(= 3 /IneHAn, 7Ke 0ozarabic &ardinal 7Ke Life and 7imes of *onzalo 3prez *udiel 
S,S0E/-Edizioni del *alluzzo )irenze . Voir également, Avicenna latinus Liber tertius naturalium 
'e Jeneratione et corruptione, éd. S. VAnrIet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain la 1euve - /eiden  p.  ss.
31 Cf. H(rnÉnd(=/IneHAn, 7Ke 0ozarabic &ardinal cit., p. 481.
32 $ propos de l·intprrt accordp aux diffprentes parties du əifāʾ par les traducteurs et aux choix de 
traduction, on rappelle que la traduction de la LoJiTue est aussi largement lacunaire (une seule section a 
été traduite en latin ; cf. supra, p. 333 et p. 339, n. 20) ; les 0atKpmatiTues ont ptp complqtement npgligpes. 
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actionibus et passionibus, et Météorologie33 dont ils traduisirent aussi j nouveau 
les chapitres Tui circulaient dpMj dans les deux traductions-adaptations rpdigpes 
au siqcle prpcpdent. /a double traduction de ces seules parties confirme le fait 
Tue leur premiqre version latine ptait clairement peroue comme indppendante et 
disMointe de l·±uvre d·$vicenne et de sa traduction de rpfprence et Tue comme 
telle elle circulait, sans que nos traducteurs en tiennent le moindre compte34. 
Les noms des traducteurs et du commanditaire sont explicitement 
documentés dans le ms. 8rb. Lat. 186 (f. 83r), le seul exemplaire connu de cette 
traduction complqte dans l·e[plicit du premier livre des livres naturels et l·incipit 
du deuxiqme livre. /·attribution j ces mrmes traducteurs des autres livres est 
discutée et démontrée par Alonso Alonso35. Voici le texte :
« Explicit /iber sufficentiae phisicorum $vicennae translatus a magistro 
-ohanne *unsalvi de %urgos et Salomone de arabico in latinum. $d preceptum 
reverendissimi patris ac Domini Domini *unsalvi episcopi %urgensis Tui est 
civitas in +ispania.
SeTuitur ac incipit eiusdem $vicennae liber De caelo et mundo. $b eodem magistro 
,ohanne *unsalvi de %rugis >sic@ translatus et dicitur secundus naturalium ». 
En tant Tue telles ces notes de cl{ture (du premier livre) et de dpbut (du 
deuxiqme livre) risTuent de ne reprpsenter Tu·un passage de l·inconnu j l·inconnu 
car les deux personnages mentionnés en tant que traducteurs ne sont connus 
Tu·en relation j cette version et le fait de pouvoir les nommer ne reprpsente 
pas en soi un plpment significatif. Si on interprqte les informations j propos 
de cette entreprise en les combinant avec les indications venant du manuscrit 
et avec des indices indirects toutefois il est possible d·avancer TuelTues 
considprations. *onzalo 3erez *udiel a ptp pvrTue de %urgos entre  et  
et c·est donc pendant les annpes o il recouvrait cette charge Tue la traduction 
a ptp effectupe. 2n sait Tu·il spMourna en ,talie auprqs du pape pendant les trois 
derniqres annpes de cette ppriode. /a prpcision j propos de la localisation de 
la ville de %urgos dans le manuscrit pourrait indiTuer Tue la traduction a ptp 
faite j l·intention des interlocuteurs italiens de l·pvrTue pendant l·un de ses 
spMours dans la ppninsule et rpduire encore plus l·intervalle chronologiTue 
de sa production, entre 1277 et 1280. Toutefois, il est aussi possible que la 
prpcision gpographiTue soit un aMout plus tardif ±uvre d·un copiste postprieur. 
33 8ne traduction de la section botaniTue est attestpe dont l·attribution est incertaine. 
Cf. b(rt2/a&&,, 7Ke reception of Avicenna cit.
34 Est-il envisageable Tue l·pvrTue *udiel ptant donnp le contexte de sa formation et la 
circulation et la fortune notables des deux traductions indépendantes n’en ait pas eu connaissance ?
35 Cf. A/2n62 A/2n62, Las traducciones cit.
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Si la ville de %urgos est bien le lieu de la traduction elle l·est en tant Tue p{le 
satellite de Tolqde : c·est de Tolqde de son proMet et de sa bibliothqTue Tue vient 
l’intention de la traduction  celle-ci est vphiculpe par l·pvrTue *onzalo 3erez 
*udiel un personnage trqs bien insprp par ses ancrtres pvrTues sa formation 
ses intprrts intellectuels et sa carriqre dans la vie culturelle de la cathpdrale 
et dans le contexte doctrinal de son ppoTue. Sa vie l·a amenp dans les centres 
culturels les plus importants de Tolqde 3aris 3adoue o il est entrp en contact 
avec $lbert le *rand Thomas D·$Tuin et peut-rtre *uillaume de 0oerbeNe et a 
constitup sa bibliothqTue. /a traduction est donc sans doute par la figure de son 
commanditaire un produit de l·pcho du proMet de traduction du siqcle prpcpdent 
mais elle indique également que dans le dernier quart du XIIIe siqcle l·intprrt 
pour $vicenne et notamment pour ses pcrits ph\siTues Mouissait d·une certaine 
vitalitp. &ependant somme toute le caractqre de la commande ptait marginal 
j c{tp de l·exploit de la rpception des commentaires d·$verroqs Tui marTue le 
changement du climat philosophiTue et des sources Tui attirent l·intprrt des 
intellectuels. /a circulation de cette traduction a ptp manifestement trqs limitpe 
et son inÁuence a ptp pour ce Tu·on est en mesure d·affirmer sur la base des 
connaissances actuelles, pratiquement nulle. 
A33(nd,&(/e MS. Ur%/At. 186 et /a &23,( qU·,/ &2nt,(nt36
/e manuscrit est une copie assez tardive coteuse et soignpe en deux 
volumes (8rb. /at.  et ) faite pour le duc d·8rbin )rpdpric de 0ontefeltre 
et donc datable entre 1474 et 148237. /e ms. 8rb. /at.  contient la traduction 
de -uan *onzales de %urgos et Salomon de la philosophie naturelle du əifāʾ : 
3K\siTue, 'e celo et mundo, 'e Jeneratione et corruptione, 'e actionibus et passionibus, 
et Liber Metheorum. /e second volume contient la traduction de la 0ptapK\siTue 
et du De anima par Gundissalinus et ses collaborateurs, et celle du De animalibus 
par 0ichel Scot.
En concentrant l’attention sur la Météorologie la subdivision du texte 
correspond j celle de l·arabe en deux livres : le premier consacré à &e Tui se passe 
j la surface de la terre et le second 6ur les pvqnements et les rtres inanimps au-dessus 
de la terre. /a seule diffprence concerne la division en chapitres du deuxiqme 
livre :  chapitres au lieu de  dans l·pdition arabe (le troisiqme chapitre sur le 
36 Cet appendice présente certains traits caractéristiques du texte de la traduction du 
XIIIe siqcle Tui ont ptp remarTups durant la lecture et l·ptude des textes arabe et latin menpes 
depuis - en collaboration avec -ean-0arc 0andosio dans le cadre de ses spminaires 
tenus à l’École Pratique des Hautes Études. Cf. aussi les résumés annuels des conférences dans 
l’Annuaire de l’École Pratique des Hautes Études : http://ashp.revuesorg/.
37 Voir la description codicologique dans Avicenna Latinus  codices, p. 86.
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halo et l·arc-en-ciel et le cinTuiqme sur le tonnerre l·pclair les ptoiles filantes 
comportent chacun, en latin, une césure). Cette différence est certainement 
survenue pour des raisons mpcaniTues au cours de la tradition latine et non 
pas pour une volontp pditoriale  et l·h\pothqse Tui admettrait le tpmoignage 
d’une tradition textuelle différente, arabe ou latine, est à exclure. Notamment, 
dans le modqle de notre manuscrit o le texte ptait suivi une glose marginale ³ 
une rubriTue ³ indiTuait le contenu de la partie de texte en Tuestion peut-rtre 
la désignant comme un « capitulum ». Or cette glose est rentrée arbitrairement 
dans le texte. 1otre copiste s·est aperou de la glose aprqs avoir dpMj copip le 
début de la phrase correspondant au début de la section : il a donc exponctué le 
texte Tu·il avait dpMj copip et a insprp ce Tui se trouvait dans la marge Tui finit 
par devenir le titre du nouveau chapitre. 
8ne cause matprielle est j envisager aussi j propos de l·autre uniTue 
différence textuelle : une longue lacune au début du dernier chapitre du second 
livre sur les pvqnements remarTuables Tui surviennent dans le monde (De 
diluviis). /·omission correspond j environ  lignes de texte dans l·pdition arabe 
soit j peu prqs  lignes de latin si on ptablit une proportion entre l·pdition et 
le manuscrit. Aucun signe dans le manuscrit n’indique la lacune ou interrompt 
la continuité de la copie : certainement il s·agit d·un manTue trqs probablement 
matpriel Tui affectait dpMj le modqle de notre manuscrit sans \ rtre signalp.
/e texte conservp est trqs corrompu : la stratification d·erreurs mpcaniTues 
et interprptatives pour ne parler Tue des corruptions dues j la copie et 
à la transmission, a parfois déformé amplement le texte en le rendant 
incomprphensible. &e Tui impliTue au cours du travail d·pdition des 
rpaMustements non npgligeables afin de restituer un texte le plus lpgitimement 
proche du travail du traducteur.
Notre copiste est tout à fait passif, par rapport à sa tâche : il ne semble pas se 
soucier de l·intelligence du texte Tu·il copie et il n·est pas enclin j l·intervention. 
,l n·est pvidemment pas possible d·pvaluer la lisibilitp et la Tualitp de son modqle 
et donc la Tualitp de son propre dpchiffrement mais la copie contient de trqs 
nombreuses mélectures qui rendent pénible la lecture de la traduction (altus 
> alius ; le frottement, fricatio > frigidatio  un obstacle Tui dpvie un vent dans 
sa montée, impediens > patiens  le violet yndus c·est-j-dire indigo devient vert 
viridis ou est confondu avec iris, l’arc-en-ciel ; l’horizon, orizon devient l·orient 
oriens ; signatus devient sic natus). Si ces erreurs ptaient dpMj prpsentes dans 
son modqle le copiste ne s·est pas efforcp de les corriger alors Tue certaines 
auraient pu rtre rectifipes j partir du contexte.
Dans le Tuatriqme chapitre du second livre (sur les vents) on croise un terme 
Tui a posp beaucoup de problqmes aux copistes latins car il ne se lit Mamais dans sa 
forme présumée correcte, qu’on peut reconstituer grâce à l’arabe. Notre copiste 
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confirme son attitude inclusive insprant dans le texte toutes les variantes Tu·il 
trouve dans son modqle au lieu de trancher : il s’agit des vents des nuages. C’est 
ainsi Tu·on nomme les vents Tui rassemblent des nuages ou Tui heurtant un 
nuage deviennent trqs forts et prennent la forme de tourbillons. /a probable 
traduction venti nubales se trouve corrompue sous les formes : venti murales 
(venti autem Jenerantes nubem dicuntur venti murales f. v), minerales, minerales 
murales, murales montuales.
En ce qui concerne la traduction, un trait caractéristique assez récurrent, sont 
les doubles traductions : des variantes de traductions prpcisant la spmantiTue d·un 
terme. &et aspect rpvqle peut-rtre une certaine inexpprience des traducteurs38, 
mais rppond aussi j une intention explicative. En est un exemple dans le 
deuxiqme chapitre du second livre la traduction de mušaff (ّفـشم, « transparent, 
diaphane ») Tui est touMours double et non s\stpmatiTue : pervium diafanum 
clarum sicut cristallum, et clarum et pervium, dans l’espace de deux lignes (f. 162r). 
Dans le chapitre successif sur le halo et l·arc-en-ciel on trouve : pervium lucidum 
luciditatem (فافــشإ, iɐfāf), clarum luminosum (فاــش, ɐāf).
Si les noms de ville ont posp une difficultp aux traducteurs Tui les lisent mal 
(par exemple le nom de la ville de 7ūs, Õوت devient TaZs, Õوق, « arc ») ou Mugent 
opportun puisTu·ils sont inconnus des /atins de les remplacer par une vague 
indication (in Tuodam monte f. 165r), ils ne cherchent pas systématiquement à 
dissimuler les traits arabisants du texte notamment les noms de vents ou de 
phpnomqnes optiTues. /es noms des villes sont npgligeables et c·est le concept 
Tui compte alors Tue les noms des phpnomqnes mptporologiTues relqvent de 
la terminologie sppcifiTue de cette science et ne sont pas altprps. /e rpsultat 
a reprpsentp un pcueil maMeur pour les copistes Tui se trouvaient face j des 
mots inconnus et j une orthographe j deviner. &eci a donnp lieu j de faciles 
altprations successives le long de la tradition. &·est le cas par exemple parmi 
les reprpsentations visuelles Tui se produisent dans le ciel des na\āziN (كِزاــيَن, 
« lances, barres ») qui partent du soleil39. Le mot était certainement translitéré et 
est devenu dans notre copie vicatK par corruptions successives. /es traducteurs 
savaient trqs bien de Tuel phpnomqne il s·agissait et ils l·avaient expliTup j 
travers une addition : 6ed colores (columnae Tui apparent in caelo Tui dicuntur vicatK 
sunt etiam ymaginationes (f. 166r, تلااــيخ اــEيأ اــهنإف كزاــ ينلا اــ مأ). Le mot columnae 
est une reconstruction pditoriale (l·astprisTue indiTue une conMecture) car dans 
aucune occurrence, dans la traduction, il apparait correctement transmis, mais 
38 Cf. A/2n62 A/2n62, Las traducciones cit., pour l’analyse des caractéristiques terminologiques 
des traducteurs et notamment l·emploi de termes castillans ou des locutions particuliqres.
39 Cf. Ar,6t2t(, 0ptporoloJiTues, III, 6, où sont décrites des sortes de barres lumineuses 
apparaissant à droite ou à gauche du soleil.
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on le trouve corrompu en calores profundi (f. 161r), color ris profundi (f. 161r), ou 
colores (f. r) et ce cumul de corruptions a rendu le passage complqtement 
obscur, en latin.
La translittération toutefois n·est pas la norme et le plus souvent les 
traducteurs se limitent j traduire en latin un terme sppcifiTue ; c’est le cas par 
exemple des parhélies (ɐuma\sāt, تاسيمش) un autre phpnomqne optiTue pris en 
compte par $vicenne dans le chapitre sur le halo et l·arc-en-ciel Tui consiste en 
deux répliques de l’image du soleil, placées horizontalement de part et d’autre 
de celui-ci, sur une circonférence et que les traducteurs ont probablement rendu 
par *soles d·aprqs la racine du mot arabe. &e terme se trouve corrompu en : dali 
ou delii (f. 166r).
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ABSTRACT
7Ke tKree Latin translations of Avicenna’s 0eteorolog\ : notes for the history of the text
The present article deepens the perspective of the paper presented at the conference 
¶A Crossroad between East and West. The Latin Mediaeval Translations of the .itöb al-əiföʾ
(%ooN of the &ure of Ibn 6īnā (Avicenna· (3isa ). ,t aims to taNe the /atin tradition 
of the Meteorology, through its different and discontinuous steps of translation, as an 
observation point to remarN some characteristic aspects of the reception of $vicenna·s 
libri naturales and of the Meteorology among them. As a corollary, the analysis on the place 
of the Meteorology reception underlines the role of $vicenna·s text as an authoritative 
reference of Aristotelianism, supporting the reading and the interpretation of Aristotle 
and of the ancient sources.
Concerning the phases of the Meteorology reception into /atin the paragraph devoted 
to the discussion on the authorship of the anonymous translation of the De diluviis aims 
to verif\ the h\pothesis of attribution and to examine some significant elements of 
the doctrinal context and the intention behind the translation, in order to clarify at 
least part of the s\stem of relations that the translation can reveal. The presentation of 
some textual and terminological aspects characterising the third phase of translation, 
through a comparison between the /atin and the original $rabic showing the worN of 
the translators, occupies the last part of the article.
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The Commentary of Alfred of Shareshill 
on the Pseudo-Aristotelian De mineralibus 
The repertor\ of the worNs Nnown to have been written b\ $lfred of Shareshill 
a leading figure in English intellectual culture at the beginning of the th centur\ 
contains seven items : the treatise De motu cordis1 ; the translation of Nicholas 
of Damascus’s De plantis with a corresponding commentary2 ; a commentary on 
the four booNs of $ristotle·s Meteorologica3  and finall\ a commentar\ on the 
De mineralibus, a short abstract from the mineralog\ of $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ 
that $lfred selected translated into /atin and commented upon4. All of these 
commentaries appear in the form of a more or less extensive marginal gloss.
These texts are currentl\ available in modern editions except for the 
commentary on De mineralibus which still remains unedited. The present article 
provides a description of this text. 
$ commentar\ beginning with the words A luto igitur viscoso was identified 
in  b\ -ames .. 2tte a renowned specialist in $lfredian studies5 in the last 
folios of the manuscript 2xford %odleian /ibrar\ Selden supra  (ff. r-v). 
2tte limited himself however to a s\nthetic description and did not follow 
through to present a complete edition of the text which was almost impossible 
1 Alfredus Anglicus De motu cordis hrsg. von c. BAeumker « Beiträge zur Geschichte der 
Philosophie des Mittelalters »  0nster i. :. .
2 nicolAus dAmAscenus De plantis. Five translations edd. H. J. drossAArt lulofs, e. l. J. PoortmAn 
$msterdam 1orth-+olland  ($ristoteles Semitico-/atinus) ; r. J. long Alfred of 6aresKel’s 
&ommentar\ on tKe 3seudo-Aristotelian 'e plantis : a Critical Edition « 0ediaeval Studies »  
 pp. 125-167.
3 J. k. otte, Alfred of 6aresKel’s &ommentar\ on tKe 0etKeora of Aristotle &ritical (dition Intro-
duction, and Notes %rill /eiden -1ew <orN - .¡benhavn - .|ln .
4 AvicennA 'e conJelatione et conJlutinatione lapidum %einJ 6ections of 7Ke .itkb al-6Kifkʾ 7Ke 
Latin and Arabic 7e[ts edited ZitK an (nJlisK translation of tKe latter and ZitK critical notes edd. e. J. 
HolmyArd, d. c. mAndeville *euthner 3aris  ; De mineralibus transl. Alfredi seresHAlensis ed. 
r. frencH in id. 7eacKinJ 0eteoroloJ\ in 7KirteentK-&entur\ 2[ford  7Ke Arabic 3arapKrase « Physis. 
5ivista ,nternazionale di Storia della Scienza »   pp. - ; e. ruBino Il 'e mineralibus di 
Avicenna tradotto da Alfredo di 6KaresKill « %ulletin de philosophie mpdipvale »   pp. -.
5 J. K. otte, Alfred of 6aresKel’s &ommentar\ on Avicenna’s 'e conJelatione et conJlutinatione 
lapidum in g. freiBerg ed. Aspectus and affectus : Essays and Editions in Grosseteste and Medieval 
Intellectual Life in Honor of 5icKard & 'ales 1ew <orN $0S 3ress  pp. -.
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at the time due to the serious deterioration of the last part of the codex. The 
folios in this section are in fine battered parchment but are so gravel\ damaged 
³ especiall\ b\ water stains tears and wide abrasions ³ that the\ still appear 
« in an abominable condition » to Tuote 2tte·s words6.
$lthough the condition of the codex has not changed techniTues for 
its reproduction have considerabl\ improved. ,n fact thanNs to a series of 
digitisations of the manuscript under 89 light made Nindl\ at m\ reTuest b\ 
the staff of the %odleian /ibrar\ (,maging Services) it is now possible to attempt 
upon careful reading an edition of these glosses. ,t is surel\ not possible to read 
the whole text especiall\ the last gloss located on the left irremediabl\ abraded 
margin. 1or will it be possible in the future to reconstruct the contents of the 
penultimate folio of the codex (between the actual ff.  and ) which was 
lost centuries ago7 mainl\ due to the lacN of analogous witnesses. +owever , 
believe that at least an attempt to publish this text is needed toda\.
The %odleian glosses contain in fact the first Nnown medieval commentar\ on 
the De mineralibus and represent together with the commented text an important 
step in the scientific stud\ of mineralog\. ,n $lfred·s worN deepl\ marNed b\ the 
new science that came from the $rabic world ³ to which he had first-hand access ³ 
stones and minerals were for the first time in the 0iddle $ges no longer regarded 
onl\ as instruments of superstition or mere pharmacopoeia but rather interpreted 
to be a result of ph\sical processes that can be examined in scientific terms. ,n 
the scientific culture of the th centur\ in which natural phenomena were 
being studied increasingl\ more through direct observation and rational anal\sis 
than through imaginar\ beliefs $lfred pla\ed a pivotal role in rediscovering and 
diffusing $ristotelian or pseudo-$ristotelian texts which turned out to be crucial 
for the further development of medieval scientific thought.
:ith the edition of the glosses on the De mineralibus $lfred of Shareshill·s 
entire legac\ is now made available to the public8.
tHe mAnuscriPt trAdition And textuAl ProBlems
The commentary on De mineralibus is not an isolated worN but belongs 
within the wider context of the so called Liber metKeororum9 a collection which 
6 otte, Alfred of 6aresKel’s &ommentar\ on Avicenna’s cit. p.  : « Some pages are smudged 
others are illegible because the writing of the reverse side shows through. Even an examination 
using an ultraviolet lamp met with little success ».
7 This fact has gone unnoticed b\ scholars.
8 In his commentary on Meteorologica $lfred mentions another of his worNs : a commentary on 
De generatione et corruptione. This text has not been found.
9 e. ruBino Alfredo di 6KaresKill editore della 0eteoroloJia aristotelica « Giornale critico della 
filosofia italiana »   pp. -.
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Alfred composed around 1190 and which had the merit of spreading Aristotelian 
meteorology in the Middle Ages. Alfred put together the translation from 
$rabic into /atin b\ *erard of &remona () of the booNs ,-,,, of $ristotle·s 
Meteorologica with the translation from *reeN into /atin b\ +enricus $ristippus 
() of booN ,9  and at the end he added the De mineralibus a short treatise 
on mineralog\ which he himself compiled based on two chapters (,  e ,  of 
fann 9) from $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ translated from the original $rabic10.
This compilation was then commented upon b\ $lfred in a s\stematic wa\ 
initially in the form of marginal glosses. The main witness of this work is the 
alread\ mentioned codex 2xford %odleian /ibrar\ Selden supra  which 
according to 2tte provides a more or less faithful reproduction of the $lfredian 
archetype in its original facies consisting of text in the middle of the page with 
a marginal contour commentar\. ,n the case of the commentar\ on booNs ,-,9 
of the Meteorologica the gloss was subseTuentl\ transformed into a continuous 
text and it is preserved b\ two other manuscripts in this form11. This was not 
however the case for the De mineralibus to which there are no Nnown witnesses 
other than the Bodleian codex.
2ne should not assume however that the fortune of this last text is restricted 
onl\ to the %odleian manuscript since there are copious traces of a circulation 
of glosses that were attributed to $lfred and that in some cases seem to stem 
from a text even more complete than that of the %odleian manuscript. $mong 
them let us focus on two documents that are alread\ Nnown to scholars thanNs 
to the identification made by Otte12 :
1) the unedited commentary on the Liber metKeororum b\ $dam of %ocNenfield 
(or %ocNfeld) in which the author mentions glosses attributed to « Al. » or 
10 A. BertolAcci A &ommunit\ of 7ranslators  7Ke Latin 0edieval 9ersions of Avicenna’s %ooN of 
tKe &ure in c. J. mews -. 1. crossley eds. &ommunities of LearninJ 1etZorNs and tKe 6KapinJ of 
Intellectual Identit\ in (urope - %repols Turnhout  pp. - : pp. - - ; 
AvicennA (iBn sīnā) Libro della JuariJione Le cose divine ed. A. BertolAcci 8TET Torino  pp. 
- - -. ruBino Il 'e mineralibus cit. ; J.-m. mAndosio FolloZer or 2pponent of Aristotle ? 
7Ke &ritical 5eception of Avicenna’s 0eteoroloJ\ in tKe Latin :orld and tKe LeJac\ of Alfred tKe 
(nJlisKman forthcoming ; J.-m. mAndosio, c. mArtino La 0ptporoloJie d’Avicenne (.itkb al-əifkʾ 
9 et sa diffusion dans le monde latin « 0iscellanea mediaevalia »   pp. -. $ third 
section of fann 9 of $vicenna·s əifāʾ (chapter ,, ) was also translated into /atin with the title 
of 'e 'iluviis in 7Kimaeum 3latonis : on the translation of this section see the article of Silvia Di 
Donato in the present volume  on 0ichael Scot as author of this translation see d. n. HAsse 
1otes on Anon\mous 7ZelftK-&entur\ 7ranslations of 3KilosopKical 7e[ts from Arabic into Latin on 
tKe Iberian 3eninsula in d. n. HAsse, A. BertolAcci eds. 7Ke Arabic HebreZ and Latin 5eception of 
Avicenna’s 3K\sics and &osmoloJ\ De *ru\ter %erlin (Scientia *raeco-$rabica) forthcoming.
11 Mss. : Durham &hapter /ibrar\ &. ,,, v-r and 3aris %ibliothqTue 1ationale /atin 
 v-r. &f. otte, Alfred of 6aresKel’s &ommentar\ on tKe 0etKeora cit. pp. -.
12 6upra n. 5.
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« Aluur’ » that have been onl\ partiall\ included in the %odleian codex. $dam·s 
testimon\ is however rather ambiguous since he cites $lfred in a s\nthetic and 
non-literal way ;
) the manuscript 9atican 8rb. lat.  ff. v-r which under the 
attribution « Alf. » preserves Tuotations of the glosses on the De mineralibus, 
liNel\ extracted from $lfred·s text in the %odleian codex and other $lfredian 
fragments that do not trace bacN to it.
To these two documents a third one must be added which , identified during 
the investigation on the manuscripts of the Liber metKeororum preliminary 
to the edition of the /atin translation of the ,9 booN of the Meteorologica 
(Aristoteles Latinus X.1)13. This third testimon\ is the manuscript /eipzig 
8niversit\ /ibrar\  containing the De mineralibus14 along with marginal 
$lfredian glosses marNed b\ « Al. ». $lso here as in the case of the 8rb. lat. 
codex there are some fragments attributed to $lfred which do not correspond 
to the Bodleian manuscript15.
)inall\ a fourth useful source is $lbert the *reat·s Mineralia in which there 
are two passages in particular where the author ³ albeit non Tuoting explicitl\ 
Alfred — seems to show some knowledge of the Alfredian commentary. The 
following table provides a s\nopsis of $lbert·s and $lfred·s relevant texts : text 
of De mineralibus to which glosses refer are in sTuare bracNets and passages that 
show a clear connection between the two authors are marNed in italics.
13 Aristoteles Meteorologica  Liber Tuartus 7ranslatio Henrici AristiPPi ed. e. ruBino %repols 
Turnhout 2010 (Aristoteles Latinus X.1).
14 Aristoteles Meteorologica : Liber quartus cit. p. xiii.
15 Infra pp. 359-362.
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AlBertus mAgnus Mineralia 2pera omnia 
ed. A. Borgnet 3aris  vol.  pp. 
1-116.
Alfredus Anglicus *lossae super De 
mineralibus infra pp. 10-11.
() &ausa vero efficiens lapidum ab 
omnibus fere Tui sermonem de lapidibus 
fecerunt dicitur esse virtus mineralis. 
&um autem Kaec virtus communis sit tam 
in lapidibus quam in metallis omnibus 
operans insufficienter videbitur esse 
assiJnata causa lapidum efficiens […] 
(/iber , Tractatus , &aput ,9 )
Post lapidum autem cognitionem 
ponimus tractatum de metallis : Tuia 
sicut diximus lapis semper fere invenitur 
locus generationis esse metallorum (/iber 
,,, Tractatus , &aput , )
>discontinuantur subito virtute (minerali 
Tuadam Tue e[it a terra in Kora terremotus@
+oc fit ad similitudinem generationis 
metallorum …
(Glossa V)
(2) Et tales aquas que virtute et non actu 
Kabent Tualitates diversorum elementorum 
supra modum student facere alchimici 
ut per eas exsiccet et coagulent hoc 
Tuod volunt transmutare : propter 
hanc causam habent libros de ;II aTuis 
conscriptos (/iber , Tractatus , &aput 
,; )a
a Infra n. 17
>lac virJinis estTue eius@
Tualiter autem et ex Tuibus lac virginis 
et cetera coagulantia componantur in 
libro de duodecim aguis docetur.
(Glossa III)
,n the first text () $lbert eTuates metal generation with stone generation 
as a result of some form of virtus mineralis. +e clearl\ refers to the text of the De 
mineralibus in particular to the idea that the capacit\ for petrification derives 
from a certain mineral virtus that is produced in Kora terremotus16. 5emarNabl\ 
in the pseudo-Aristotelian text there is no mention of the formation of metals 
that $lbert mentions while the correlation between the two t\pes of generation 
can be found in $lfred·s gloss suggesting that the latter could have been one of 
$lbert·s sources.
,n the second passage () $lbert refers to the features and action of a 
substance used b\ the alchemists to solidif\ bodies b\ dr\ing them out and to 
transform the nature of one t\pe of matter into another. This second substance 
is the lac virginis mentioned in the De mineralibus. $ccording to $lbert the wa\ 
16 ruBino Il De mineralibus cit. p.  .
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lac virginis is produced can be learnt from the « booNs about twelve waters » libros 
de ;II aTuis conscriptos and not as the two editions of the text attest libros de 
septem aquis conscriptos17. 5emarNabl\ in the third gloss $lfred while examining 
the same topic of the lac virginis Tuotes the same source and writes : in libro de 
duodecim aquis. Thus although $lbert might draw this reference from the same 
source that $lfred Tuotes rather than from $lfred himself the possibilt\ that he 
depends exclusivel\ on $lfred for his acTuaintance with the libri de ;II aTuis has 
to be taNen into serious consideration. Therefore not onl\ the first but also the 
second passage of $lbert·s Mineralia if interpreted in this wa\ demonstrates a 
direct dependenc\ on the $lfredian text. :e ma\ rightl\ suppose in conclusion 
that $lbert had access to the $lfredian glosses.
tHe content of tHe commentAry
The main subMect of the commentar\ on the De mineralibus is the process 
of solidification which is due to the effects of heat and cold and based on the 
properties of a bod\. $lfred deals with the following topics : the melting of 
viscosit\ and its solidification due to the effects of heat and cold  solidification 
of substances in which water predominates ³ similar to what happens with salt ; 
the formation of fossils  the inÁamed vapour produced in the depths of the Earth 
during earthTuaNes and able to solidif\ as well as the vapour formed during a 
solar eclipse ; the thick and earthy (dry) nature of the lac virginis a liTuid that 
according to Alfred’s annotations in the De mineralibus is composed of two waters 
and used b\ alchemists (quidam ingeniosi) in order to solidify dry matter.
Its language and style are consistent with the rest of the commentary on 
the Liber metKeororum. The expression unde et (meaning ¶and so·) for example 
appearing here  times recurs  times in the commentar\ on booNs ,-,9 of 
Meteorologica and can be found also in the commentar\ on the De plantis and in the 
De motu cordis ( times in the first case and  time in the second one)  two glosses 
the first and the fourth in the %odleian manuscript reveal an evident correlation 
with the commentar\ on the second and third booNs of $ristotelian Meteorology.
The first gloss18 focuses on the origin of stones from viscous mud ; it deals 
with an initial passage of the De mineralibus19 and begins with « A luto igitur 
17 %oth available editions are mistaNen concerning this Tuotation (AlBertus mAgnus Mineralia 
2pera omnia ed. A. Borgnet 3aris  vol. 9 p.  ; AlBertus mAgnus De mineralibus 2pera omnia 
ed. P. JAmmy /\on  p. ). $t the end of &aput ,; /iber , Tractatus , we read Kabent libros de 
septem aquis conscriptos but the manuscripts attest Kabent libros de ;II acTuis conscriptos. 
18 Infra *lossa , p. .
19 ruBino Il De mineralibus cit. p.  - : « /utum vero huic transmutationi aptius est viscosum 
>«@ ,n ripis TuoTue *ion visa est terra >«@ in lapidem converti in spatio ;;,,, annorum ».
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viscoso ». $lfred explains that properties present in the viscous substance solidif\ 
graduall\. ,n certain stones however liTuidit\ and viscosit\ are combined in 
such a wa\ that the\ cannot be separated even b\ roasting them (in this context 
the author uses an $ristotelian term obtesis from ੕ʌĲȘıȚȢ to indicate roasting ; 
that is the baNing produced b\ dr\ external warmth 20). +owever liTuidit\ and 
viscosit\ can evaporate together (viscositas cum liquiditate evaporat) if subMected 
to fiercer fire (veKementiori iJne). $nd nevertheless as happens with g\psum and 
lime a small part resists i.e. does not evaporate and pulverizes (pulverizantur).
The content of this gloss is announced b\ a previous gloss about half-wa\ 
through booN ,9 of Meteorologica21. +ere $lfred comments on the passage in 
which $ristotle examines bodies that do not solidif\ (incoagulabilia) either 
because the\ do not contain water or because even if the\ are composed partl\ 
b\ water the\ are predominantl\ formed b\ air as are for example viscous 
substances (quid viscosum, quemadmodum gluten)22. Alfred also points out that 
these latter substances solidif\ easil\ as will be clarified in the De mineralibus 
(unde inferius dicet “lutum viscosum in lapides verti”23). <et viscosit\ does not 
dissolve separatel\ from liTuidit\. 9iscosit\ and liTuidit\ indeed evaporate 
together with intense heat (veKementi calore). $t the end of this process 
however a certain Tuantit\ of substance remains which does not evaporate 
but is rather pulverized (pulverizatur)24. $s we can observe the passage Tuoted 
b\ $lfred in the commentar\ on booN ,9 of Meteorologica corresponds with the 
one commented upon in the first gloss on the De mineralibus, and in these two 
excerpts the explanation of the wa\ viscous substances solidif\ coincides.
The same concept will recur also in the last Alfredian gloss on the De 
mineralibus which is unfortunatel\ barel\ legible due to the poor condition 
of the manuscript25.
In the second gloss on the De mineralibus the incipit of the text represents 
an outspoNen cross-reference to the previous commentar\ on the Meteorologica 
booN first chapter two : « Sicut enim in primo capitulo secundi libri dicitur vapor 
grossus calidus acTue admixtus facit eam salsam ». Alfred does not comment on 
the petrification of viscous substances but rather of predominantl\ water\ ones 
20 Aristoteles, Meteorologica ǻ ,,, a.
21 otte, Alfred of 6aresKel’s &ommentar\ on tKe 0etKeora cit. p. .
22 Aristoteles Meteorologica ed. ruBino p.  - : « incoagulabilia uero TuecumTue non 
habent humorem aTuosum neTue aTue sunt >«@ TuecumTue aTua participant >«@ si Tuid uiscosum 
Tuemadmodum gluten ».
23 otte, Alfred of 6aresKel’s &ommentar\ on tKe 0etKeora cit. p. .
24 Ibid.
25 Infra *lossa ,; pp. -.
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which solidify due to the preponderance of the earthy element. As in the case of 
salt the cause of solidification is the thicN warm and earth\ (i.e. dr\) element 
mixed with water vapour (vapor Jrossus calidus aTue admi[tus >«@ terreus). This 
process consists in the removal of the moist which on one side dissolves due to 
the inner or external warmth of the bod\ and on the other coagulates with the 
earth\ element. ,n the same wa\ stones are formed through the solidification of 
water\ substances but with an important difference : salt is porous and since it 
comes from warm dr\ vapour it can be liTuefied b\ heat  solid stones instead 
are produced b\ cold vapour mixed with water and therefore the\ cannot 
liTuef\ with heat.
,n fact $lfred alread\ dealt with « vaporem grossum terreum calidum 
siccum »26 at the beginning of his commentar\ on booN ,, of Meteorologica where 
he studies in particular the formation nature and salinit\ of the sea27. +e 
explains this process in three ways : a) as a result of the continuous movement 
of the sun above the sea  b) as a result of warm dr\ vapour (vapor calidus siccus) ; 
and c) as a result of the prolonged positioning of the sun in the same place. 
5egarding the second point $lfred observes : Must as the salina transform (vertunt) 
vapour into salt (vaporem Jrossum terreum calidum >«@ in salem) through fire sun 
or the warmth of an\ other agent able to eliminate the liTuid component of 
a bod\ (aliter quolibet modo liquiditate eiecta) so the sea transforms a river into 
salt\ water through its own salinit\ whenever it Áows into the sea. The same 
phenomenon taNes place in springs and wells that are near the sea whose water 
becomes salt\28. 
$s can be seen these cross-references have a s\stematic correspondence to 
the commentary on the 0eteoroloJica ,n sum in the glosses on the De mineralibus 
$lfred cites parts of the previous commentar\ on the four booNs of $ristotle·s 
Meteorologica at times indicating both booN and chapter and alwa\s impl\ing 
the title and author of the worN. $lfred evidentl\ considers the commentar\ on 
the De mineralibus to be the last part of a more extensive worN : the commentary 
on the Liber 0etKeororum. 
26 otte, Alfred of 6aresKel’s &ommentar\ on tKe 0etKeora cit. p. .
27 Aristoteles, Meteorologica Ǻ , a-.
28 otte, Alfred of 6aresKel’s &ommentar\ on tKe 0etKeora cit. pp. -.
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f. 113r
Glossa I. viscosum >a note on conglutination as a result of from viscosit\ which 
is one of the two ways to generate a mineral from mud]
$ luto igitur viscoso primum liTuiditate per caliditatem eiecta sola remanet 
viscositas cum arrido conglutinata Tue Tuia mixta sunt dominante arrido duritiam 
concipiunt fitTue lapis. &onglutinantur enim arrida cum visco naturaliter estTue 
natura ad finem fortissima. 8nde et hee proprietates in ipso paulatim procedunt ad 
ultimum excepto Tuod in Tuibusdam lapidibus liTuiditas ita viscositati permixta 
est Tuod obtesi ab ea separari non possit. 8nde et vehementiori igne viscositas cum 
liTuiditate evaporat nisi Tuantum ad debilem sufficit coherentiam ut in calce et 
gipso et similibus ideoTue pulverizantur. ,n aliis vero tota exspirat unde et ultima 
caliditate ignito arrido liTuatur viscositas. 
Glossa II. sal >the causes of minerals are either viscous substances or liTuids ; 
such liTuids are either frozen b\ means of a mineral virtus or coagulated as an effect 
of the predominance of earth as in the case of salt@
Sicut enim in primo capitulo secundi libri dicitur vapor grossus calidus aTue 
admixtus facit eam salsam unde et alia eius pars in Tuolibet loco relicta vel sole 
siccatur vel frigore. Solius enim humidi privatio facit. 3redictus enim vapor valde 
grossus et terreus et calidus est. 3ars ergo humiditatis calore cogente exspirat 
pars cum terrestri substantia vaporis coagulatur. Et hoc coagulatum est sal. &alor 
vero vel extrinsecus est ut sol ignis vel intrinsecus ab ipso scilicet vapore Tui 
frigiditate compressus partem humiditatis educte pars ut dictum est coagulata 
fitTue a frigiditate cum parva fuerit aTueitas. Sal vero pro Tualitate tam vaporis 
Tuam aTue diversis Tualitatibus in fieri. $ vapore ergo calidus a terra siccus. +ec 
glossAe suPer De mineralibus
The transcription of the glosses has been conducted according to the manuscript 
2xford %odleian Selden supra  ff. r-r. $lso reported are the fragments 
preserved in the manuscripts /eipzig 8niversit\ /ibrar\  ff. r-v (  /) and 
9atican 8rb. lat.  ff. v-v (  8) as well as some passages taNen from $dam of 
%ocNenfield·s commentar\ on Liber metKeororum 5oma S. ,sidoro ,/ ff. ra-rb 





2 viscosum : ruBino Il De mineralibus p.  .   13 sal : ruBino Il De mineralibus p.  .   16 
Sicut « libri : otte, Alfred of 6aresKel’s &ommentar\ on tKe 0etKeora pp. -.   17 eam : ruBino 
Il De mineralibus p.  - : « substantia in Tua vincit aTua ».
5 mixta sunt [sub : lapides]   6 fitTue e[ corr.   7 in ipso [scil visco@   10 sufficit] sufficere ? 
4-12 $ luto « viscositas L f. 187r (without mention of the author) : Tuia lutum unctuosum 
liTuiditate per calorem solis eiecta cum arido conglutinatur et tandem in terram lapidis 
convertitur ; A f. 160ra : dicitu av· Tuod a luto unctuoso liTuiditate educta se calorem solis 
per duriciem et fit lapis etc.   18 privatio >coagulare "@   23 tam s l   24 in fieri  [inficitur ?]
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aTue mixta ipsam in terram convertunt fiunt TuoTue ex aTua lapides ad salis 
Tuodammodo similitudinem excepto Tuod vapor aTue mixtus frigidus dominio 
siccitatis aTuam coagulat et ideo calor illas fere non solvit Tuia frigore tantum 
coagulate non sunt. &eterum ex aTua nitent tinguntur ex vaporibus ab utrisTue 
varias proprietates accipiunt suntTue lenes et vehementer compacte ex vapore 
frigido sicco. Sal vero asperum porosum ex vapore calido sicco.
f. v
Glossa III. lac virginis estque eius [reference to a work entitled Liber de ;II aTuis] 
Tualiter autem et ex Tuibus lac virginis et cetera coagulantia componantur in 
libro de duodecim aguis docetur. 
Glossa IV. quedam animalia vertuntur in lapides >petrification of fish coral ebon\@
8t piscis Tuidam Tui cum extrahitur a mari statim fit lapis caloris nisi Tuantum 
ad exilem animationem! sufficit expers Tui calido eTuoris vapore conservatur 
Tuo per tactum aeris amisso simul cum inanimatione lapidescit. Eodem modo 
coctum ovi alibumen calore solidatur in vitello eiecta liTuiditate per decoctionem. 
Similiter TuoTue corallus fit lapis ebenus TuoTue fere lapidescit unde et ustionem 






32 lac … eius : ruBino Il De mineralibus p.  .   35 Tuedam « lapides : ruBino Il De 
mineralibus p.  .
30 *lossa ,,.bis « de spatio transmutationis illius » L f. 187r : Al. utrum per triginta tres 
annos hoc sit non refert cum per plus duriores per minus molliores fiant ; A f. 160ra : dicit 
$v. Tuod non refert utrum hoc fiat per xxx annos aut non cum per plus duriores fiant per 
minus autem molliores.   33-34 Tualiter « docetur U f. v and L f. 187r : $lf. lac virginis 
est valde densum et valde terrestris nature Tualiter autem (!U) et ex Tuibus fiat et cetera 
coagulata fiant (fiunt U) in libris de ;,, aTuis dicetur (U : dicetur i. l. d. XII a.) ; A f. 160ra : 
utuntur Tuidam lacte virginis de Tua dicit $v. Tuod lac virginis est densum et multum 
terrestris nature : Tualiter autem et ex Tuibus fiant et etiam cetera coagulata fiant in libro 
de ;,, aTuis dicetur ut iste dicit. &f. De duodecim aquis (Liber duodecim aquarum). Inc. : « /ibelli 
huius aTuarum series duodecim splendet capitulis ». &f. l. tHorndike P. kiBre A cataloJue of 
incipits of medieval scientific ZritinJs in Latin b\ L\nn 7KorndiNe and 3earl .ibre The 0edieval 
$cadem\ of $merica /ondon  col.  ; L. tHorndike A Histor\ of 0aJic and ([perimental 
6cience  vols. &olumbia 8niversit\ 3ress 1ew <orN - vol. ,,, p.  ; Catalogo di 
manoscritti filosofici nelle bibliotecKe italiane vol. ,, )irenze - (&orpus philosophorum 
0edii $evi. Subsidia - - ) p. . 0ss. : &ambridge 8niversit\ /ibrar\ $dd.  ff. 
v-r  3aris %ibliothqTue 1ationale de )rance lat.   3aris %ibliothqTue 1ationale 
de )rance lat.   Savignano sul 5ubicone ()orlu-&esena) %iblioteca della 5ubiconia 
$ccademia dei )ilopatridi , ff. 137r-139r.   36 caloris nisi L : et est viscosissime (U viscose) 
substantie caloris expers nisi tanti (Tuanti L)    37 animatione<m> : anima et rationem L 
expers Tui : a LU eTuoris vapore : v. e. L inanimatione : animatione U 
the commentary of alfred of shareshill on the de mineralibus 361
Glossa V. discontinuantur subito virtute Tuadam Tue e[it a terra in Kora terremotus 
>the vapour deriving from an earthTuaNe as principle of mineral formation@
+oc fit ad similitudinem generationis metallorum Tue vaporaliter usTue 
ad speram igneam ascendunt. 9apor enim in inferioribus terre agitatur 
vehementer ignitur et exiens ea Tue cohagulationi apta sunt coagulat ut in 
proximo determinabile. 4uod si hic singula corpora coagulat vis mineralis est 
Tue suo subiecto ab alio vel aliTuibus componentium dicitur vel ex proportione 
commixtionis Tue ut innumerabiles sunt sic omnes ratione et oratione perseTui 
nihil agentis et frustra laborantis est.
Glossa VI. Estque locus in Arabia >predominance of active leading principle@
Ex solis adlatione vel ad vaporem aliTuem TualicumTue dispositione ut apparet 
in eclipsi solis. Tunc enim omnia corpora Tuodammodo aerea tinguntur similiter 
TuoTue stelle in ortu aut corpora lucida in fundo aTue.
Glossa VII. 3anis TuoTue prope &aracem >description of the petrification of bread@
exspiravit enim liTuiditas et dissoluta est viscositas conseTuenter coagulata ex 
frigore.
Glossa VIII. 6epe etiam fiunt lapides e[ iJne cum e[tinJuitur >petrification after 
burning@
Fit lapis « ex igne cum extinguitur » id est amoto igne a materia viscosa. 
coagulatur Tuod ipsum >tempore "@ vero sic. +ic ignem accipit sicut est compositi 
nisi dicas tres esse speciem ignis carbonem scilicet lucem et flammam.
Glossa IX. Cecidit quoque 
,n horum compactione corporum duplici processu naturam eTuiparat violentia. 
9el enim metalli ipsius materiam ad elevatissimam aeris superficiem ultima 
caloris extollet >«@ vaporalem.
9el vaporem >non "@ ad metalli naturam preparatum et >«bet@ hec pari caliditatis 
intemperantia obtesi constrictum Tuod natura sibi derelicta per multam temporis 








43 discontinuantur … terremotus : ruBino Il De mineralibus p.  -.   50-51 Tue « est : 
PlAto 7im.  d :aszinN p.  -.   52 EstTue « $rabia : ruBino Il De mineralibus p.  . 
56 3anis « &aracem : ruBino Il De mineralibus p.  .   59 Sepe … extinguitur : ruBino Il De 
mineralibus p.  -.   64 &ecidit TuoTue : ruBino Il De mineralibus p.  .
45 metallorum corr e[ metallarum   57 viscositas corr e[ discositas   71 viscositas e[ corr
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>9el@ descendit conÁuxus partium efficien>«@ ipse dicit compactum fuisse 
[…] et particularis « ad Tuantitatem granorum milii magnis » Tue in vapore 
materialiter elevabantur digerebantur a calore dissolvebantur >«@ ex similitudine 
des!cendebat ex compactione. Sic ferrum sic es et cetera metalla. 4uod autem 
rotundum des!cendit ferrum dissoluto et >«ma via@ fecere. 
4uod autem es similitudine sive « sagittis hamatis » in eam est compactu[m] et 
adustio unde et des!cendendo >«@ non liTuatur. 9iscositas enim cum liTuiditate 
inmoderato caloris excessu exspirat Tuod et ipse asserit dicens >liTue@fieri non 
posse sed pulverizari . 
4uod autem fere « infabricabile erat » ferrum ultima efficit durities a validissima 
[…] concepta. 
4uod tamen « enses optimi » optime digesta fecit materia corpora Tualitas 
lapidea eadem dicta « cum corruscationibus » TuandoTue descendunt >«@.
75 compactione] s. l. add. coagulabantur ex frigore   81 fere s l
75
80
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$%ST5$&T
7Ke &ommentar\ of Alfred of 6KaresKill on tKe 3seudo-Aristotelian De mineralibus
$lfred of Shareshill was a leading figure in the English intellectual culture of the th 
centur\. +e is the author of two translations one treatise and three commentaries. 2ne 
of these worNs is a commentar\ on the $vicennian De mineralibus and represents the 
last part of the more extensive commentar\ on $ristotle·s Meteorologica as evidenced 
in the manuscript 2xford %odleian /ibrar\ Selden supra  (ff. r-v). The glosses 
that constitute this commentar\ were identified b\ -ames .. 2tte in  but the\ still 
remain unedited.
)or the first time this contribution offers an edition of the $lfredian glosses on 
De mineralibus which represent together with the commented text (De mineralibus) 
an important step in the scientific stud\ of mineralog\ in the 0iddle $ges. The main 
subMect of the commentar\ is in fact the generation of minerals through the process of 
solidification which in turn is due to the effects of heat and cold. The anal\sis is carried 
out in a highly technical and complex language.
:ith the edition of the glosses on the De mineralibus $lfred of Shareshill·s entire 
legac\ is now available to the public.
elisA ruBino 8niversitj del Salento /ecce
elisa.rubino@unisalento.it
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$l-Ɯɫ]ƏönƮ’s ,nsertion of On Cardiac Remedies in 
$vicenna’s Book of the Soul : the /atin 7ranslation as a 
&lXe to his (ditorial $ctivity on the Book of the Cure ?*
 
IntroductIon
The aim of this contribution is to outline some preliminary remarks on the 
textual and editorial vicissitudes of chapters - of $vicenna·s medical treatise 
0aTāla fī l-adZi\a al-Talbi\\a, also attested under the title AƤNām al-adZi\a al-
* This article has been written within the framework of the project 3s\cKoloJ\ and 0edicine 
betZeen Arabic and Latin Internal 6enses and &ardioloJ\ in a Ne\-ZorN of tKe Arabic-Latin translation 
movement of tKe ;II centur\ (-) funded b\ Scuola 1ormale Superiore of 3isa which , have 
coordinated. )or access to copies of the relevant manuscripts and information on their content 
invaluable help has been received b\ the E5& $dvanced 3roMect ¶3hilosoph\ on the %orders of 
&ivilizations and ,ntellectual Endeavours· (3hi%or) hosted b\ Scuola 1ormale Superiore.
, am deepl\ indebted to $mos %ertolacci Silvia Di 9incenzo &oncetta /una and 0arwan 5ashed 
for having discussed with me the results of this paper and to the two anon\mous referees for their 
helpful comments and remarNs. , also wish to thanN 0atteo Di *iovanni for having helped me to get 
a copy of the 1937 edition of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a. $ll remaining Áaws are solel\ m\ responsibilit\.
$ll Tuotations from and the translations of $vicenna·s 0aTāla fī l-adZi\a al-Talbi\\a are based on 
(dvi\ei .albi\e (Arabic text), R. B. Kilisli ed., in %\N 7rN Filozof ve 7×b hstad× Ƽbn 6ina, ߸ahsi\eti ve 
Eserleri +aNN×nda TetNiNler ,stanbul  pp. - because Simone 9an 5iet refers to this edition 
in the Arabic-Latin apparatus of her edition of the Latin translation of an excerpt from this treatise.
$ll Tuotations from and the translations of $vicenna·s .itāb al-1afs are based on Avicenna’s 'e 
Anima >Arabic 7e[t@ beinJ tKe 3s\cKoloJical 3art of .itāb al-6Kifāʾ, ed. F. Rahman 2xford 8niversit\ 3ress 
London - New York - Toronto 1959, 19702. The Tuotation from $vicenna·s 1afs is usually followed by 
the reference to the page and the line number of the corresponding passage in the /atin translation 
in square brackets. See avicenna latinus, Liber de anima seu se[tus de naturalibus I9-9 édition critique de 
la traduction latine mpdipvale par s. van Riet introduction sur la doctrine ps\chologiTue d·$vicenne 
par G. veRBeKe E. 3eters - E. -. %rill /ouvain - /eiden  ; avicenna latinus, Liber de anima seu se[tus 
de naturalibus I-II-III pdition critiTue de la traduction latine mpdipvale par s. van Riet, introduction 
sur la doctrine ps\chologiTue d·$vicenne par G. veRBeKe E. 3eters - E. -. %rill /ouvain - /eiden .
$ll Tuotation from and the translations of $vicenna·s .itāb al-4ānūn fī l-ɡibb [henceforth 
4ānūn] are based on iBn sīnā, 4ānūn fī l-ɡibb  vols. 0aʿhad töʾrƮপDO-ɡibb wa-l-abƤöɠ al-ɡibbi\\a 
DilhƳ ˻al-ƜadƳd˻a al-+ind - >i.e. ,nstitute of +istor\ of 0edicine and 0edical 5esearch Ɯömiʿa 
+amdard 1ew Dehli ,ndia -@. The Tuotation from $vicenna·s 4ānūn is usually followed by 
the reference to the page and the line number of the corresponding passage in the /atin translation 
in square brackets. See avicenna, Liber canonis, 5eprographischer 1achdrucN der $usgabe 9eneding 
1507 *. 2lms +ildesheim . , choose to Tuote from this edition of the 4ānūn because though 
not being a proper critical edition it seems to record a larger amount of variant readings in the 
critical apparatus than those recorded in previous printings. 
tommaso alpina366
Talbi\\a1 ('e 0edicinis cordialibus, or 'e 9iribus cordis in Latin, 2n &ardiac 5emedies 
in English henceforth AdZi\a 4albi\\a) that $bɫ ʿUbayd ʿ$bd al-:öƤid ibn 
0uƤammad al-ƜɫzƏönƮ (Á. ;, c.) $vicenna·s disciple and secretar\ inserted 
between the end of the fourth treatise and the beginning of the fifth treatise 
of $vicenna·s .itāb al-1afs (Liber de anima seu 6e[tus de naturalibus in Latin, 
henceforth 1afs), which in turn forms part of the philosophical masterpiece 
written b\ $vicenna the extensive and inÁuential summa entitled .itāb al-əifāʾ
(%ooN of tKe &ure).
,n the introduction of the first volume of her edition of the /atin translation 
of $vicenna·s 1afs () Simone 9an 5iet provides some pieces of information 
about this insertion and at the same time argues in favour of her decision of 
editing its /atin translation as an appendix to the edition of the /atin translation 
of $vicenna·s 1afs, unlike the editors of the Arabic text, who decided not to 
print this foreiJn bod\ : « En tout cas plusieurs manuscrits arabes insqrent ces 
chapitres lj o les situe la tradition manuscrite latine. &elle-ci doit donc avoir 
eu comme modqle un ou des manuscrits arabes comportant l·insertion. /e texte 
arabe n·en a pourtant pas ptp repris par les pditions critiTues du 'e anima de 
). 5ahman et -. %aNoɐ. ,l nous a semblp au contraire Tue les chapitres du 'e 
0edicinis cordialibus devaient rtre pditps en mrme temps Tue le 'e anima et 
d·aprqs les mrmes manuscrits puisTue les mrmes copistes transcrivent le 'e 
anima /ivre ,9 chapitre  puis l·extrait du 'e 0edicinis cordialibus, et à la suite 
de celui-ci le dpbut du /ivre 9 du 'e anima. Entre l·extirpation pure et simple 
du « corps ptranger » pratiquée par les deux éditions critiques du texte arabe, 
et l·insertion des chapitres du traitp de mpdecine venant couper le texte du 
'e anima comme le font les manuscrits latins nous avons choisi de l·pditer en 
annexe (voir Appendi[, p. 187) »2.
These preliminar\ and cursor\ considerations together with the further 
information provided b\ 0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\ -ules -anssens and Simone 
9an 5iet herself in other studies3 are a solid but meagre basis to reconstruct the 
1 See *. &. anawati, (ssai de biblioJrapKie avicennienne Dör $l-0aʿörif &airo  p. .
2 &f. avicenna latinus, Liber de anima seu se[tus de naturalibus I9-9 cit. p. 99*.
3 m. t. D’alveRny, 1otes sur les traductions mpdipvales d’Avicenne « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale 
et littpraire du 0o\en $ge », 1952, 19, pp. 58-337 ; -. Janssens, Ibn 6īnā (Avicenna Latin 7ranslations 
of in +. laGeRlunD ed., (nc\clopedia of 0edieval 3KilosopK\ 3KilosopK\ %etZeen  and  Springer 
Dordrecht 2011, pp. 522-527 ; s. van Riet, 7rois traductions latines d’un te[te d’Avicenne  © al-AdZi\a 
al-Talbi\\a ª in A. M. Dias FaRinha ed., Actas do I9 &onJresso de (studos irabes e islkmicos &oimbra-Lisboa 
 a  6etembro de  E. -. %rill /eiden  pp. - ; eaD., Avicenna [ii 7Ke impact of Avicenna’s 
pKilosopKical ZorNs on tKe :est, in e. yaRshateR ed., (nc\clopaedia Iranica vol. ,,, 5outledge and .egan 
Paul, London - Boston 1989, pp. 104-106. 
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histor\ of this text and to evaluate its importance both in itself4 and in relation 
to the textual tradition of $vicenna·s 1afs for, since then, no considerable 
progresses have been made in this field. Simone 9an 5iet·s decision to publish 
the excerpt from the AdZi\a 4albi\\a as an appendix ma\ be regarded as 
disputable : given that the excerpt is part of the /atin translation of $vicenna·s 
1afs and is apparentl\ translated b\ the same translators i.e. $vendauth and 
Dominicus Gundissalinus5, the editorial criteria for the edition of the entire bulk 
of the text should have been the same6. +owever the %elgian scholar has had the 
undisputed merit of pointing out (both explicitl\ and implicitl\) the directions 
along which it is worth pursuing research that are : firstl\ detecting the reason 
wh\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ inserted a selection from $vicenna·s AdZi\a 4albi\\a in this precise 
place of $vicenna·s 1afs and the related Tuestion of wh\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ inserted in 
4 On the content of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a in itself its relation to $vicenna·s 4ānūn, and its 
contribution to cardiotherapy, see M. ullmann, 'ie 0edizin im Islam E. -. %rill /eiden  pp. 
155-156  5. 8. ahmaD, &ritical Appreciation of Avicenna’s 7Keories and 7erminoloJ\ of 'ruJs for *eneral 
and &ardiac Ailments in .. al-Adwiyah al-qalbiyya, « Bulletin of Indian Institute for the +istor\ of 
Medicine », 7, 1977, pp. 138-143 ; iD., 6inJle 'ruJs mentioned b\ Avicenna for &ardiac Ailments in Kis 
&anon and .itöb al-$dwi\ah al-Talbi\\ah « Bulletin of Indian Institute for the +istor\ of 0edicine », 
9, 1979, pp. 46-66  .. S. DuRRany, T. V. siDDiqi, Al-AdZi\a al-Talbi\\a Ibn 6īnā  7reatise on &ardiac 
'ruJs an Introduction, « Studies on +istor\ of 0edicine », 1/4, 1980, pp. 32-35 ; D. GRacia, S. viDal, 
« $vicena sobre el corazyn », in Actas ;;9II &ongreso ,nternacional de +istoria de la 0edicina  
agosto- septiembre , $cademia de &iences 0ediTues de &atalun\a i %alears, Barcelona 1981, 
vol. ,, pp. - ; M. S. Khan, Ibn 6ina’s 7reatise on 'ruJs for tKe 7reatment of &ardiac 'iseases, « The 
Islamic Quarterly », 27/1, 1983, pp. 49-56 ; F. sanaGustin, Avicenne ;Ie siqcle tKporicien de la mpdecine 
et pKilosopKe ApprocKe ppistpmoloJiTue, Institut Français du Proche-Orient, Damas 2009, p. 32. To 
these entries it has to be added : y. tzvi lanGeRmann, 5estorinJ emotional KealtK b\ reparinJ tKe pneuma 
in tKe Keart  Ibn 6īnā’s al-$dwi\a al-4albi\\a paper delivered at the conference 7Ke %od\’s 0ind and 
tKe 0ind’s %od\  %odil\ 6tates and &oJnition in tKe *reeN Arabic and HebreZ 3KilosopKical and 0edical 
7raditions (orgs. : .. ,erodiaNonou 1. *ermann *. )reudenthal) held in *eneva on $pril - . 
5 That the translators considered the excerpt as integral part of $vicenna·s 1afs clearl\ emerges 
from the prologue of the /atin translation where the fourth treatise is said to contain five chapters 
: « Pars quarta continet capitula quinque. [...] In quinto continetur id quod adiecit Auohaueth » (p. 
5, 49-56). 2n the authorship which however is not entirel\ certain of the /atin translation of the 
insertion, see avicenna latinus, Liber de anima seu se[tus de naturalibus I9-9 cit. p. 99* ; van Riet, 7rois 
traductions cit., p. 343 ; and D. n. hasse, a. BüttneR, 1otes on Anon\mous 7ZelftK-&entur\ 7ranslations of 
3KilosopKical 7e[ts from Arabic into Latin on tKe Iberian 3eninsula, in A. BeRtolacci, D. n. hasse eds., 7Ke 
Arabic HebreZ and Latin 5eception of Avicenna’s 3K\sics and &osmoloJ\, De Gruyter (Scientia Graeco-
$rabica) forthcoming.
6 *iven that all the /atin manuscripts of the /atin translation of $vicenna·s 1afs contain the 
insertion one would have expected to find the text of the insertion in the exact place where 
the manuscripts have it and an $rabic-/atin lexicon and a /atin-$rabic lexicon of the entire 
translation. +owever the editor publishes the insertion as an appendix and provides an 
exhaustive $rabic-/atin and /atin-$rabic lexicon onl\ for the /atin translation of $vicenna·s 1afs. 
$s for the insertion she provides onl\ a separate lexicon of notable terms (pp. -) which are 
basicall\ those not occurring in the /atin translation of the 1afs. This choice maNes a lexicographic 
comparison between the translations of the two texts almost impossible.
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this place only an excerpt of this treatise and not all of it  secondl\ looNing at 
the $rabic textual tradition of this insertion which is b\ no means reÁected in 
the current editions of the $rabic text of $vicenna·s 1afs  and lastl\ evaluating 
the relevance of this insertion and conseTuentl\ the importance of stud\ing it in 
relation to the textual tradition of both the AdZi\a 4albi\\a and the 1afs.
This article will address all these issues b\ preliminaril\ providing an outline 
of the author and of the source of this insertion.
1. authoR anD souRce oF the inseRtion
1.1 7Ke AutKor
The name of the author who is the responsible for the insertion, and the 
name of the worN from which it is drawn can be derived from the incipit and the 
e[plicit of the Arabic text as well as of the Latin translation of the insertion7.
7e[t 1. 
Incipit. $bɫ ʿUbayd ʿ$bd al-:öƤid ibn 0uƤammad al-ƜɫzƏönƮ said : « These [sc. 
chapters 2-9] are chapters extraneous to this book [sc. to $vicenna·s .itāb al-
1afs@ which , have transferred here from the medical booNs containing that at 
which the ɐa\ḫ al-raʾīs [sc. $vicenna@ hinted >in this part of his .itāb al-1afs]. Most 
of them [are drawn] from his treatise 2n &ardiac 5emedies [that he wrote] for a 
friend of his who was a beginner ».
Explicit. This is the end of the chapters of that booN >sc. of 2n &ardiac 5emedies] 
that $bɫ ʿUbayd has transferred to this place of the %ooN of tKe 6oul8.
The authorship of this insertion can be therefore indisputably attributed to 
the alread\ mentioned $bɫ ʿ8ba\d al-ƜɫzƏönƮ. +owever ver\ little is Nnown 
7 The Arabic text of the incipit and the e[plicit have been drawn from the manuscripts 
preserving the insertion since there is no printed version of the $rabic text of the insertion. )or 
the manuscripts preserving the insertion see $ppendix ,, to the present article.
8 Incipit of the Arabic text : « Töla $bɫ ʿUbayd ʿ$bd al-:öƤid ibn 0uƤammad al-ƜɫzƏönƮ 
höŏihi fuɓɫl ḫöriƏa ʿan höŏö al-Nitöb naTaltuhö ila\hƮ min al-Nutub al-ɡibbi\\a allatƮ taɐtamilu 
ʿalà mö aɐöra al-ɐa\ḫ al-raʾƮs ʿala\hƮ wa-aNɠaruhö min maTöla lahɫ fƮ l-adwi\a al-Talbi\\a ilj baʿŐ 
al-mubtadiʾƮna min aɓdiTöʾihƮ » (FraJmentum, p. 187, 4-8 : « Dixit $uohaueth ,urgianus : ´+ae sunt 
distinctiones extra hunc librum Tuas ego transtuli in eum a libris ph\sicis in Tuibus est Tuod 
praecipit auctor praecipuus ; et plures ex eis sunt ex epistola quam fecit de speciebus cordium 
ad unum amicorum suorum introducendum, dicens” […] » [the confusion between medicis and 
pK\sicis is due to the similar rasm of the two Arabic words : ɡibbi\\a and ɡabīʿi\\a ; while risāla 
(= epistola) is attested in $rabic as a variant for maTāla in the title of the work]). ([plicit of the 
Arabic text : « fa-höŏö öḫir mö naTalahɫ $bɫ ʿ8ba\d min fuɓɫl ŏöliNa al-Nitöb ilj höŏö al-mawŐiʿ
min Nitöb al-nafs » (FraJmentum, p. 210, 74-75 : « Et hic finis est eius Tuod transtulit $uohaueth ex 
capitulis illius libri ad hunc locum huius libri 'e anima »).
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about his life. +e probabl\ was alread\ a Murist (faTīK) in ƜurƏön when he met 
$vicenna in 1012. +e became one of his disciples and above all his secretar\ (as 
is common Nnowledge he completed $vicenna·s autobiograph\ after his death). 
+e studied logic and 3tolem\·s AlmaJest with him. +e also wrote a treatise entitled 
.itāb .a\fi\\at tarNīb al-aÁāN (%ooN of tKe 0anner of ArranJement of tKe &elestial 
6pKeres) on the problem of the so-called Ptolemaic equant, which apparently has 
not been preserved apart from a mulaḫḫaɓ (compendium) written b\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ 
himself9. +e aided $vicenna with the compilation of the .itāb al-əifāʾ, and he 
added the mathematical sections on geometr\ arithmetic astronom\ and 
music from $vicenna·s earlier worNs to the .itāb al-1aǧāt (%ooN of tKe 6alvation) 
as well as to the 'āneɐnāme-\e ʿAlāʾī (3KilosopK\ for ʿAlāʾ al-'aZla). $l-ƜɫzƏönƮ 
also commented on the difficult passages of $vicenna·s .itāb al-4ānūn fī l-ɡibb 
(&anon of 0edicine), and translated the .itāb al-Ʃa\aZān (%ooN of Animals), namely 
the zoolog\ of the əifāʾ, from Arabic into Persian10.
1.2 7Ke 6ource
In his %ioJrapK\ of Avicenna al-ƜɫzƏönƮ reports that $vicenna composed 
the AdZi\a 4albi\\a after his arrival in +amadön about +/-11. In the 
introduction $vicenna states that he wrote it for an ʿ $lid dignitar\ (al-ɐarīf), one 
al-SaʿƮd $bɫ l-Ʃusa\n ʿ$lƮ bin al-Ʃusa\n al-ƩasanƮ who as 0ahdavƮ suggests 
may be the same person at whose home he stayed after his release from the 
fortress of )ardaƏön12. Then $vicenna brieÁ\ outlines the content of the worN 
9 ,t is noteworth\ that with respect to the topic of this worN al-ƜɫzƏönƮ seems to show an anti-
$vicennian attitude. )or this worN and its edition see *. saliBa, Ibn 6īnā and Abū ʿ8ba\d al--ūzMānī  
7Ke 3roblem of tKe 3tolemaic (Tuant, in G. saliBa ed., A Histor\ of Arabic Astronom\ 3lanetar\ tKeories 
durinJ tKe *olden AJe of Islam 1ew <orN 8niversit\ 3ress 1ew <orN - /ondon  pp. - and 
also A. Dhanani, -ūzMānī  Abū ʿ8ba\d ʿAbd al-:āƤid ibn 0uƤammad al--ūzMānī, in T. hocKey et alii eds., 
7Ke %ioJrapKical (nc\clopedia of Astronomers, Springer 1ew <orN  pp. -. 
10 For these pieces of information, see Dhanani, -ūzMānī cit. Some scattered information related 
to al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s role as $vicenna·s secretar\ can be found in D. Gutas, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 
7radition Introduction to 5eadinJ Avicenna’s 3KilosopKical :orNs %rill /eiden  (second revised 
and enlarged edition ) p. . +owever on the role that al-ƜɫzƏönƮ pla\ed in the compilation 
of $vicenna·s summae and, in particular, of his əifāʾ there is no specific bibliograph\. :hat is 
more although contemporar\ scholarship is showing an increasing interest in the intersection 
between ps\cholog\ and medicine in $rabic philosoph\ (see for example 3. E. PoRmann, (pidemics 
in &onte[t  *reeN &ommentaries on Hippocrates in tKe Arabic 7radition, De Gruyter, Berlin 2012 (Scientia 
Graeco-Arabica) ; and Islamic 0edical and 6cientific 7radition  &ritical &oncepts in Islamic 6tudies edited 
b\ 3. E. PoRmann 5outledge /ondon ) the figure of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ and his activit\ of integration 
of ps\cholog\ and medicine have remained shadow\.
11 7Ke Life of Ibn 6ina. $ &ritical Edition and $nnotated Translation ed. :. E. Gohlman, State 
8niversit\ of 1ew <orN 3ress $lban\ - 1ew <orN  p.  - and p.  n. .
12 Y. mahda9ī, FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā ,ntiɐöröt-i Döniɐgöh-\i Tihrön Tehran 
1333/1954, p. 24.
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i.e. the rules of cardiac drugs (maTāla taɐtamilu ʿalj aƤNām al-adZi\a al-Talbi\\a, 
tr. a treatise tKat includes [tKe treatment of] tKe rules of cardiac druJs, p. 1, 4), and its 
main st\listic feature i.e. brevit\ (ataƤarrj fīKā al-iḫtiɓār, tr. I pursue brevit\ in it, 
p. 1, 5).
$ccording to 0ahdavƮ·s description which is reÁected in the first edition of 
the Arabic text13 this treatise consists of nineteen chapters bearing no specific 
titles. The internal subdivision of chapters reÁects the content of the worN 
which can be ideall\ divided into two homogeneous parts. The first part (chaps. 
-) contains a medico-ps\chological discussion about the pneuma which is 
considered the vehicle (maɡi\\a marNab)14 of the psychic faculties in the body, 
and the heart which is not considered merel\ as a ph\siological organ but also 
as the seat of emotions (happiness sadness fear anger etc.) and the regulator 
of the animal heat  and the second part (chaps. -) divides drugs into several 
categories (e.g. stimulants laxatives diuretics cooling imparting warmth and 
vomit inducing) and prescribes simple (sixt\-three) and compound (seventeen) 
drugs for the treatment of heart diseases15. 
$s to the $rabic manuscripts containing this worN %rocNelmann records  
manuscripts16 0ahdavƮ  manuscripts17, and Gutas 33 manuscripts18. The list 
provided b\ D. *utas encompasses all the manuscripts listed b\ 0ahdavƮ with 
the addition of five more manuscripts. ,t is noteworth\ that the aforementioned 
lists encompass onl\ witnesses of the direct tradition of the $vicennian treatise 
13 For the editions of the Arabic text as well as for its translations, see pp. 371-372 below.
14 These two terms are used also in the 1afs to refer to the pneuma. See 1afs, III, 7, p. 144, 2 
[marNab veKiculum p. 257, 50], and V, 8, p. 263, 9 [maɡi\\a, veKiculum, p. 175, 50].
15 $lthough the discussion in the second part of the treatise is more detailed and comprehensive 
the list of drugs provided here can be compared with that provided in 4ānūn, III, xi, I, 7, p. 309, 
4-13 for the treatment of cardiac diseases. In a recent article Ayman Shihadeh has shown that 
,bn ƞa\lön al-%alপƮ (ca. +/--+/) criticized the lists of the nature of simple drugs 
that $vicenna provides in both the 4ānūn and the AdZi\a 4albi\\a because they contain « much 
inconsistency », and represent « an uncritical compilation from multiple earlier sources ». See A. 
shihaDeh, A 3ost-*Kazālian &ritic of Avicenna  Ibn *Ka\lān al-%alNKī on tKe 0ateria 0edica of tKe &anon of 
Medicine, « -ournal of ,slamic Studies », 24/2, 2013, pp. 135-174. 
16 &. BRocKelmann, *escKicKte der ArabiscKen Litteratur [sic@ vols. ,-,, %rill /eiden - ; 
1943-19492 (vol. , p. )  suppl. vols. ,-,,, %rill /eiden - (suppl. vol. , p. ). ,n his 
supplement %rocNelmann refers to a publication b\ $. Ta\mɫr appeared in « 5evue de l·acadpmie 
arabe de Damas » vol. 9 ( ") p.  (n.c.) where other manuscripts containing the AdZi\a 
4albi\\a are possibly listed.
17 mahda9ī, FiKrist, p. 24.
18 Gutas, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition (second edition) cit. p. . $lthough the number 
of manuscripts is accidentall\ the same of that of the list provided b\ %rocNelmann the two lists 
contain different items. )or the list provided b\ *utas is based on « 0ahdavƮ with addition from 
5eisman·s Avicenniana Daiber·s &ollection I9 and m\ random findings » (see Gutas, Avicenna and tKe 
Aristotelian 7radition (second edition) cit., p. 414).
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i.e. of the transmission of this treatise in separation from $vicenna·s 1afs, with 
the exception of ms. ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat ,brahim 3aߞa 
 which attests chapters - of this treatise inserted within $vicenna·s 1afs. 
$n inventor\ of all these manuscripts is provided as $ppendix , at the end of the 
present article.
As for the edition of the Arabic text of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a there are four 
provisional editions :
. The partial edition of the first part of the treatise with the exclusion of the 
discussion on drugs based on the ms. San /orenzo de El Escorial (0adrid) 
5eal %iblioteca del 0onasterio de San /orenzo de El Escorial / which 
has been published in the monthly al-ʿIrfān of SaʿƮda (S\ria) in +/19 ;
. The first entire edition of the text published b\ 5ifat %ilge .ilisli at ,stanbul 
in  together with a TurNish translation and apparentl\ based on  
manuscripts20 ;
. The transcription of the ms. St. 3etersburg State 8niversit\ /ibrar\  
5osen published at TashNent in  b\ the 8zbeN $cadem\ of Sciences 
together with a 8zbeN translation21 ;
. The edition published b\ 0. =uha\r al-%öbö in 0in 0uʾallafāt Ibn 6īnā al-
ɡibbi\\a, in 1984, and based on 3 manuscripts22.
There are three Latin translations of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a : 
1. The already mentioned partial translation of chapters 2-9 inserted between 
the fourth and the fifth treatise of the /atin translation of $vicenna·s 1afs, 
which was made b\ $vendauth and Dominicus *undissalinus at Toledo in 
1152-6623 ;
. The first entire translation made in  b\ $rnau de 9ilanova (Arnold of 
9illanova -/)24 ;
19 See BRocKelmann, *escKicKte cit., p. 599.
20 (dvi\ei .albi\e (Arabic text), ed. Kilisli cit., pp. 1-56. For the list of the manuscripts on which 
this edition is based, see Appendix I to the present article.
21 On this information, see Khan, Ibn 6ina’s 7reatise cit., p. 50.
22 0in 0uʾallafāt Ibn 6īnā al-ɡibbi\\a, m. z. al-Bā%ā ed., Maʿhad al-turöɠ al-ʿilmƮ al-ʿarabƮ $leppo 
1404/1984, pp. 221-294. For the list of the manuscripts on which this edition is based, see Appendix 
I to the present article.
23 See avicenna latinus, Liber de anima seu se[tus de naturalibus I9-9 cit., pp. 187-210.
24 Arnaldi 9illanouani pKilosopKi et medici summi 2pera omnia cum 1icolai 7aurelli medici et 
pKilosopKi in Tuosdam libros annotationibus  indice item copiosissimo ex officina 3ernea per &onradum 
Waldkirch, Basileae 1585. A critical edition of $rnau·s translation is currentl\ being prepared 
by 0ichael 0c9augh with the assistance of *errit %os. )or an insight into $rnau·s medical 
conception his sources and his terminolog\ see 0. mcvauGh, Arnau de 9ilanova and tKe 3atKoloJ\ 
of &oJnition, in G. FeDeRici-vescovini, v. soRGe, c. vinti eds., &orpo e anima sensi interni e intelletto dai 
secoli ;III-;9 ai post-cartesiani e spinoziani, Brepols, Turnhout 2005, pp. 119-138. For the impact of 
$rnau·s translation on /atin tradition and in particular on 3eter of =ealand see -.-0. manDosio, 
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. The translation made between ca.  and  b\ $ndrea $lpago (-
) who revises the former translation b\ $rnau de 9ilanova25.
$s to the translations in modern languages apart from the aforementioned 
Turkish and Uzbek translations, there are :
. a partial English translation made b\ 2. &. *runer in  and included in 
his translation of $vicenna·s 4ānūn26 ;
2. an Urdu translation, dependent on four manuscripts, which has been made 
b\ +aNim $bdul /atif in 27 ;
. a complete English translation made b\ +. $bdul +ameed in  about 
which it is hard to say on which Arabic text it is based28. 
3ersian and +ebrew translations of the worN are also attested29.
7Ke 8se of al-.indī’s 7reatise 2n 5a\s in 3eter of =ealand’s Elucidation of 0arvelous Things (end of tKe 
tK centur\, « 0icrologus. 1ature Sciences and 0edieval Societies », The Impact of Arabic Sciences 
in Europe and $sia   pp. - in part. pp. -. ,t is noteworth\ that in the title of 
the edition of the Latin traslation of the 4ānūn, the AdZi\a 4albi\\a and the 8rǧūza fī l-ɡibb (3oem of 
0edicine or &antica) published in %asel in  the name of *erard of &remona is mentioned as the 
first translator not onl\ of the 4ānūn, but also of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a and of the 8rǧūza : ¶Avicennae 
medicorum Arabum principis Liber &anonis 'e 0edicinis &ordialibus et &antica iam olim a *erardo 
&armonensi e[ Arabico 6ermone in Latinum conversa postea vero ab Andrea AlpaJe %ellunensi pKilosopKo 
et medico eJreJio infinitis pene correctionibus ad veterum e[emplarium Arabicorum fidem in marJine factis 
   decorata·. +owever among the translations attributed to *erard of &remona there is no trace of 
the AdZi\a 4albi\\a or of the 8rǧūza, which was translated for the first time b\ $rmengaud %laise 
$rnau·s nephew. Therefore it might well have been the case that the name of *erard of &remona 
has been related to the Latin translation also of these two works because of their mention in the 
title of the %asel edition together with the 4ānūn. On this issue, see avicenna latinus, Liber de anima 
seu se[tus de naturalibus I9-9 cit. p. 98*, n. 28, and van Riet, 7rois traductions cit., pp. 341-342.
25 3rincipis Avic[ennae] Liber &anonis necnon de 0edicinis cordialibus et &anticum ab Andr[ea] 
Bell[unensi] e[ antiTuis Arabum oriJinalibus inJenti labore summaTue diliJentia correcti atTue 
in inteJrum restituti una cum interpretatione nominum Arabicorum Tuae partim mendosa partim 
incoJnita lectores antea morabantur, Giunta, Venetiis 1527.
26 o. c. GRuneR, A 7reatise on tKe &anon of 0edicine of Avicenna /uzac 	 &o. /ondon .
27 .itāb al-AdZī\at [sic] al-4albī\aK b\ ,bn SƮnö translated b\ +. a. latiF ,ran Societ\ &alcutta 
1956, pp. 31-122. The four manuscripts on which it is based are (the list number is that of the 
inventor\ provided as $ppendix ,) : 33) London, British Library, Or. 5280 ; 34) London, British 
Library, Or. 5719  ) St. 3etersburg State 8niversit\ /ibrar\  5osen ; with the addition of a 
not further specified manuscript from New Delhi. For the notice on this translation see Khan, Ibn 
6ina’s 7reatise cit. p.  and the preface (p. ) b\ +aNeem $bdul +ameed to the English translation 
of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a (see n. 28 below).
28 5isāla al-AdZi\a al-Talbi\\a. Avicenna’s 7ract on &ardiac 'ruJs and (ssa\s on Arab &ardiotKerap\, 
+. a. hameeD ed. ,nstitute of +istor\ of 0edicine and 0edical 5esearch 1ew Delhi ,ndia - ,nstitute 
of +ealth and Tibbi (0edical) 5esearch .arachi 3aNistan +amdard )oundation 3ress .arachi 
1983.
29 See for example ms. /eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN 2r.  preserving an anon\mous 
+ebrew translation of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a. 2n these translations see the booN review M. S. Khan, 
Avicenna’s 7ract on &ardiac 'ruJs and (ssa\s on Arab &ardiotKerap\ ed %\ H A Hameed (1eZ 'elKi and 
.aracKi  pp  « ,ndian -ournal of +istor\ of Science », 21/1, 1986, pp. 77-83, in part. p. 78. 
al-Ɯū=Ɯānī’s ,n6(rt,2n 2) on cardiac remedies 373
2. the reasons for al-ǦūzǦānī’s selecteD InsertIon
The most fundamental issue that the reader has to address in approaching 
this text is the reason wh\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ decided to insert this excerpt from the 
AdZi\a 4albi\\a between the fourth and the fifth treatise of $vicenna·s 1afs 
D. *utas brieÁ\ suggested that al-ƜɫzƏönƮ « added some passages from this 
treatise at the end of the Book Four, Section Four of the De anima of the əifāʾ 
(1afs  5ahman) manifestl\ because in the last lines of that section $vicenna 
sa\s that he treated extensivel\ that subMect in his medical booNs (fī Nutubinā 
ɡ-ɡibbi\\a [IV, 4, p. 201, 13]) »30. $lthough , agree that the reference to the medical 
booNs at the end of 1afs ,9  might have prompted al-ƜɫzƏönƮ to insert this 
excerpt, the reason why he chooses precisely this work, and precisely chapters 
- remains to be explained. +owever in order to answer these sub-Tuestions 
it is necessary to outline the context of the insertion. 
$fter having provided the theoretical frameworN of the investigation of the 
soul (treatise ,) having inTuired into the external senses with the exclusion 
of sight (treatise ,,) having provided a close scrutin\ of vision (treatise ,,,) 
and before dealing with the intellect and its most specific activit\ (treatise 9) 
$vicenna devotes the fourth treatise of his 1afs to the investigation of the internal 
senses31. This treatise consists of four chapters : ,9  contains a general surve\ of 
the internal senses belonging to animals32  ,9  deals with the imager\ or form-
bearing facult\ the imaginative or cogitative facult\ and a mode of prophec\ 
related to the imaginative facult\ (¶imaginative prophec\·)33 ; IV, 3 inquiries 
into estimation and memory34  and ,9  deals with the locomotive facult\ and 
30 Gutas, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition (second edition) cit., p. 514.
31 )or this reason in some manuscripts this treatise bears the general title ¶2n tKe internal senses· 
(Fī l-ƤaZöss al-böɡina). In 1afs, ,  $vicenna lists internal senses and their functions as follows : 
al-Ƥiss al-muɐtaraN (or banɡāsi\ā/fanɡāsi\ā) the ¶common sense· in which the data perceived b\ 
the external senses are collected and distinguished ; al-muɓaZZira, the ¶form-bearing facult\· or 
al-ḫa\āl ¶imager\· in which the sensible forms perceived b\ the common sense are collected ; 
al-mutaḫa\\ila the ¶imaginative facult\· or ¶imagination· which combines or distinguishes the 
sensible forms and which is called al-mufaNNira the ¶cogitative facult\· when it is used b\ the 
intellect in order to combine or distinguish concepts ; al-ZaKm ¶estimation· which perceives the 
non-sensible attributes of what is perceived b\ the external senses ; al-Ƥāfi˂a or al-mutaŏaNNira, 
¶memor\· in which the attributes and the notions perceived b\ estimation are collected.
32 [&Kapter] containinJ a Jeneral discourse on tKe internal senses belonJinJ to animals.
33 [&Kapter] on tKe activities of tKe form-bearinJ and tKe coJitative faculties amonJ tKese internal 
senses and containinJ tKe discourse on sleep ZaNefulness tKe true and false vision and a mode of tKe 
properties of propKec\.
34 [&Kapter] on tKe activities of tKe facult\ of memor\ and estimation and on tKe fact tKat all tKeir 
activities maNe use of bodil\ orJans
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a mode of prophec\ related to it (¶operative prophec\·)35. In particular, in this 
chapter $vicenna distinguishes the perceptive faculties to which Mudgment and 
perception pertain from desire which propels the living being to locomotion ; 
in this context he singles out the branches of the desiderative facult\ i.e. 
the irascible and the concupiscible faculty, and their accidents, such as fear, 
sadness grief etc. and he sa\s that these accidents belong primaril\ to the soul 
insofar as it is in the bod\ and onl\ derivativel\ to the bod\ on which the\ can 
act b\ changing its temperament and in which at the same time the\ begin to 
exist. $fter having described the soul·s capacit\ to act on its own bod\ $vicenna 
describes the soul·s capacit\ to act on a different bod\ : this is the ¶operative 
prophec\· belonging to the prophet·s soul. Then he points out the corruptibilit\ 
of all animal faculties and adds a conclusive remarN :
7e[t 2. 1afs IV, 4, p. 201, 13-16 [p. 67, 70-75] :
« :e have alread\ dealt in our medical booNs (fī Nutubinā al-ɡibbi\\a) with the 
cause (sabab) of the dispositions of individuals who differ in their temper and 
according to the difference of their states towards happiness sadness anger 
forbearance, rancour, blamelessness, etc., in a way that is not found in the 
predecessors (li-l-mutaTaddimīna) in similar detail and >degree of@ validation (fī 
tafɓīliKī Za-taƤɓīliKī). Then, let it be read there ».
,n these conclusive lines $vicenna mentions again the accidents of the 
branches of the desiderative facult\ he has dealt with before in the same 
chapter (pp. 196, 1 - 197, 11), in order to add that, if one wishes to know the 
cause of the different dispositions of individuals towards these accidents 
he should looN to not further specified medical booNs where this subject 
is extensivel\ treated. +owever $vicenna does not limit himself to this 
footnote-liNe comment but specifies the value of the text he is referring 
to : it is unparalleled in terms of articulation and precision (tafɓīl)36, and 
ascertainment and validation (taƤɓīl) of the investigation in that field ; 
thus it represents a valuable supplement to the treatment of individual 
dispositions in the 1afs. $vicenna seems therefore to have a precise worN in 
mind. $l-ƜɫzƏönƮ spells out this reference b\ adding here chapters - from 
the AdZi\a 4albi\\a. 
The fact that al-ƜɫzƏönƮ interpreted $vicenna·s reference to the medical 
booNs and his praise for the uniTueness of the investigation conducted therein as 
35 [&Kapter] on tKe states of tKe locomotive faculties and a mode of propKec\ connected ZitK tKem
36 2n $vicenna·s use of tafɓīl, see A. BeRtolacci, 7Ke 5eception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in 
Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ. A milestone of :estern 0etapK\sical 7KouJKt Brill, Leiden - Boston 2006, p. 
611, n. 23.
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a reference to the AdZi\a 4albi\\a might be explained b\ considering a passage 
from the 4ānūn where $vicenna deals with the anatom\ and the affections of the 
heart, and outlines the peculiar character of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a.
7e[t 3. 4ānūn III, xi, i, 7, pp. 406, 23-407, 1 [Liber III, Fen XI, 7ractatus I, cap. 6, p. 
277f, 23-26] :
« &Kapter >concerning@ tKe Jeneral rules of tKe medical treatment of tKe Keart
:e have >composed@ a separate treatise (maTāla mufrada) on cardiac remedies (fī 
l-adZi\a al-Talbi\\a). :hen someone combines his Nnowledge of medicine with 
his Nnowledge of the fundamental principles that are more general than >the 
principles of] medicine (iŏā ǧamaஞa al-insān ba\na maʿrifatiKī bi-l-ɡibb Za-maʿrifatiKī 
bi-l-uɓūl allatī Ki\a aʿammu min al-ɡibb) he taNes advantage of it (intafaʿa biKā)37. 
But for now, we will point out what must be said in standard medical books (fī 
l-Nutub al-ɡibbi\\a al-sāŏiǧa) ».
This passage is a unicum in the 4ānūn (but also elsewhere) since it seems to 
be the onl\ case ³ at least to m\ Nnowledge ³ of $vicenna·s explicit reference 
to another of his works and in such a circumstantial manner. What is more, the 
AdZi\a 4albi\\a seems also to enMo\ a special status within $vicenna·s medical 
writings since unliNe the ¶standard medical booNs· it combines the Nnowledge 
of medicine with that of the fundamental principles (uɓūl), which transcends the 
boundaries of medicine, and properly pertains to philosophy. 
$vicenna has clearl\ said not to approve this sort of combination in the case 
of medicine as well as in the case of other particular sciences. ,n the opening 
lines of the 4ānūn38 where the epistemological status of medicine is outlined 
$vicenna maintains that its philosophical and epistemological underpinnings 
that is the theor\ and principles of humoral patholog\ are given in natural 
philosophy — the theoretical science to which medicine is said to be subordinated 
³ and declares that their investigation is off-limits to the ph\sician who has to 
accept them on authority  the reason is that the first principles of particular 
sciences are taNen as granted in those sciences and proven demonstrativel\ onl\ 
37 I interpret the pronoun Kā as a reference to the maTāla occurring in the preceding sentence. 
$lthough Kā can be also referred to the maʿrifa in the same sentence , thinN that here in dealing 
with the advantage represented b\ a certain Nind of Nnowledge $vicenna is referring to the worN 
(maTāla) containing that Nnowledge (maʿrifa) and not to the Nnowledge itself. )or in the opening 
line of this chapter $vicenna defers the ascertainment of ¶tKe Jeneral rules of tKe medical treatment of 
tKe Keart· to a certain worN namel\ the AdZi\a 4albi\\a and then he goes on to explain the nature 
of this worN and the advantage deriving from the Nnowledge of what is contained therein.
38 )or this passage see 4ānūn, p. 36, 3-17. This text has been translated and analyzed in 
D. Gutas, 0edical 7Keor\ and 6cientific 0etKod in tKe AJe of Avicenna in D. &. Reisman ed., with the 
assistance of $. +. al-Rahim, %efore and After Avicenna 3roceedinJs of tKe First &onference of tKe Avicenna 
6tud\ *roup, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2003, pp. 145-162, in part. pp. 149-151.
tommaso alpina376
in other and higher sciences (this process continues until the first principles 
of all sciences are ultimately established in metaphysics39). $mong the things 
that the ph\sician must accept on authorit\ $vicenna lists the ps\chic faculties 
their existence their number and their location. &onseTuentl\ in dealing 
with the diseases related to and affecting the ps\chic faculties $vicenna has 
to assume their ascertainment provided in natural philosoph\ and notabl\ 
in ps\cholog\40. This statement chimes with what $vicenna sa\s in his 5isāla fī 
ATsām al-ʿulūm al-ʿaTli\\a ((pistle on tKe 'ivisions of tKe Intellectual 6ciences), where 
he classes medicine as a derivative natural science (al-ƤiNma al-ɡabīʿi\\a al-
farʿi\\a)41. Then despite its being part of $vicenna·s medical corpus, the AdZi\a 
4albi\\a somehow contravenes what has been posited in the 4ānūn and stands 
at the crossroads between (natural) philosophy and medicine. The preeminence 
that $vicenna seems to assign to the AdZi\a 4albi\\a among his medical writings42 
in the 4ānūn and obliquely in the 1afs, together with the specific subMect of this 
treatise might have precisel\ been the reason for al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s insertion.
,n addition to this $vicenna·s 4ānūn seems to provide a supplementar\ 
reason for al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s insertion. ,n the first booN $vicenna recalls the 
ps\chological basis of the medical investigation which has to be assumed b\ 
the ph\sician and investigated b\ the natural philosopher as has alread\ been 
39 )or the fact that the principles of each particular science are investigated b\ and ultimatel\ 
founded in metaphysics, see IlāKi\\āt, ,  pp.  -  (&airo ed.) >p.  - (9an 5iet 
ed.)], and 3, p. 18, 12-17 [p. 20, 67-76]. 2n this passage see BeRtolacci, 7Ke 5eception of Aristotle’s 
0etaph\sics cit. in part. pp. -. $vicenna might have drawn the idea of the subalternation of 
the particular sciences to a common higher science (  metaph\sics ") that proves the principles of 
the other subordinated sciences from Themistius· paraphrase of $ristotle·s 3ost An., I. 9, 76a8-17. 
On this topic, see A. BeRtolacci, Avicenna and Averroes on tKe 3roof of *od’s ([istence and tKe 6ubMect-
0atter of 0etapK\sics, « 0edioevo », 32, 2007, pp. 61-97, in part. p. 72.
40 ,t is noteworth\ that the theoretical underpinnings of $vicenna·s medical investigation to 
which he refers in the first part of the 4ānūn seem to be derived from *alen·s worNs instead of ³ for 
example ³ from the part on natural philosoph\ of $vicenna·s summae. On the relationship between 
the first part of $vicenna·s 4ānūn and the natural philosophy of the əifāʾ see m\ forthcoming 
paper Avicenna’s treatment of nutrition in ps\cKoloJ\ and medicine  Intersection or 6ubalternation ?.
41 See iBn sīnā, 5 fī ATsām al-ʿulūm al-ʿaTli\\a, in 5asāʾil fī l-ƤiNma Za-l-ɡabīʿi\\āt  vols. Dör 
al-ʿarab &airo 2 p.  -. 2n the relationship between medicine and philosoph\ see 3. E. 
PoRmann, Avicenna on 0edical 3ractice (pistemoloJ\ and tKe 3K\sioloJ\ of tKe Inner 6enses, in P. aDamson 
ed., InterpretinJ Avicenna &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress, &ambridge  pp. - in part. pp. -
95  and m\ forthcoming paper Avicenna’s treatment of nutrition in ps\cKoloJ\ and medicine.
42 The preeminence of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a among $vicenna·s medical worNs is attested also 
in the /atin tradition where it circulated together with the 4ānūn and the 8rǧūza. In a document 
dated to 19th -anuar\  in which 3aolo $ndrea $lpago·s nephew asNs the 9enetian senate the 
permission to publish his uncle·s translations the AdZi\a 4albi\\a is referred to as 6e[tus de viribus 
cordis, that is, the 6i[tK [book of the 4ānūn] on cardiac faculties, probably due to the mode of their 
circulation. On this fact, see van Riet, 7rois traductions cit., p. 341. 
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said. There in outlining what the vital facult\ (TuZZa Ƥa\aZāni\\a, virtus vitalis) 
is according to ph\sicians43 $vicenna maintains that some issues concerning 
this as well as other psychic faculties cannot be settled in medicine, because 
the\ involve philosophical notions liNe unit\ and multiplicit\. Therefore onl\ 
philosophy, notably natural philosophy, is entitled to deal with them. For 
instance $vicenna does not answer the Tuestion about which ph\sicians and 
philosophers disagree as to whether there is one soul for each activit\ in each 
limb or there is one single soul from which different faculties with different 
activities emanate in limbs44. 2r in a more specific context he does not answer 
the Tuestion as to whether the vital facult\ which has anger fear and the like 
as its own affections caused b\ another facult\ is for this ver\ reason one or 
many, but defers the settlement of this issue to natural philosophy45. 
1ow the general Tuestion concerning the unit\ or multiplicit\ of the soul is 
actually answered in 1afs, V, 7, where the soul is said to be the incorporeal bond 
(ribāɡ, p. 253, 3, 6 [vinculum p.   @) that is the unif\ing principle of the 
ps\chic faculties observable in bodies. %\ contrast no answer to the specific 
Tuestion about the vital facult\ can be found therein and this is because 
there is no reference to the vital facult\ in $vicenna·s 1afs in particular, and 
in his ps\cholog\ in general46. $s we have said in 1afs ,9  $vicenna brieÁ\ 
maintains that anger fear and the liNe are accidents of the two branches of 
the desiderative facult\47, and that different bodily temperaments dispose 
individuals towards these different accidents. +owever in the AdZi\a 4albi\\a, 
and precisel\ in the chapters added b\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ $vicenna though not 
mentioning the vital facult\ to which in the 4ānūn emotions are said to be 
43 4ānūn, , i vi  p.  - >Liber I, Fen I, 'octrina VI, cap. 4, p. 27a, 4-7] : « $s for the vital 
faculty, they (sc. physicians) intend by it the faculty that, when it comes to be in the limbs, it 
prepares them to the reception of the faculty of sensation and motion and to the activities of life 
and [they] add to them (sc. to the activities of life) the motions of fear and anger because the\ find 
in that extension and contraction occuring to the pneuma related to this facult\ ». On the Galenic 
terminolog\ of $vicenna·s outline of ps\cholog\ in medicine see n.  below.
44 4ānūn, , i vi  p.  - >Liber I, Fen I, 'octrina VI, cap. 4, p. 27c, 39-41] : « [(…)], and 
likewise in each limb to each genus of activities — according to them (sc. physicians) — belongs 
another soul, therefore the soul would not be one single [thing] from which faculties emanate, or 
the soul would belong to the sum of this whole ».
45 4ānūn, , i vi  p.  - >Liber I, Fen I, 'octrina VI, cap. 4, p. 27d, 60-63] : « And since 
anger, fear, and what is similar to these two are [each] an affection of this faculty (sc. of the vital 
faculty), although their (sc. of anger, fear, etc.) principle is sensation, estimation, and perceptive 
faculties, they are related to this faculty (sc. to the vital faculty). But the verified clarification (lit. 
the verification of the clarification) of this faculty, whether it is one or more than one, it pertains 
to the natural science, which is part of philosophy ».
46 See n. 50 below.
47 :ith respect to the accidents of the irascible facult\ $vicenna adds that the\ occur « with 
participation of the perceptive faculties » (bi-muɐāraNa min al-TuZj al-darrāNa, p. 196, 1-2 [propter 
communionem Tuam Kabent virtutes appreKendentes, p. 58, 27]).
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linked48, deals e[ professo with anger fear and the liNe : the\ are received 
in the cardiac pneuma, of which they are affections, in accordance with the 
appropriate bodily temperament, and their cause is to be searched for in the 
perceptive faculties. Therefore al-ƜɫzƏönƮ who Nnew $vicenna·s 4ānūn, and 
commented upon some of its difficult passages might have had this passage in 
mind, and decided to add chapters 2-9 of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a at the end of 1afs, 
,9  precisel\ because he deemed it a good supplement to the brief treatment 
of the same topic in the 1afs49.
$s has been said earlier in the first part of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a $vicenna 
provides a medico-ps\chological account of emotions and in particular of 
the cause of individual dispositions towards them i.e. the Tualities (thicNness 
Áuidit\ opacit\ clarit\) of the cardiac pneuma which in turn can be modified b\ 
external factors. This account perfectl\ fits with their philosophical treatment as 
accidents of the irascible and the concupiscible faculty in the 1afs, and with the 
deferment of the ascertainment of their cause to another work (possibly to the 
AdZi\a 4albi\\a). 0oreover on a general level despite the presence of *alenic 
terminolog\ here and there50 and the *alenic inÁuence on the treatise51, the 
AdZi\a 4albi\\a exhibits a cardiocentrism though limited to the treatment of 
emotions and cardiac diseases52 that is in line with $ristotle·s view : in this way, 
the theoretical frameworN of the investigation conducted in the AdZi\a 4albi\\a 
does not seem to conÁict with the $ristotelian orientation of $vicenna·s 1afs, in 
48 See n.  above.
49 The fact that for al-ƜɫzƏönƮ it was natural to looN in the əifāʾ for the philosophical 
bacNground that the 4ānūn presupposes can be easil\ explained since these two worNs have 
been conceived as complementar\ one providing the theoretical bacNground of the other. This 
complementarit\ is not onl\ reÁected in structural analogies and cross-references but also 
emerges from $vicenna·s teaching praxis. )or in his %ioJrapK\ it is reported that during his sta\ 
in +amadön (-) serving at the court of the .öNɫ\id emir əams al-Dawla $vicenna wrote 
the part on natural philosophy of the əifāʾ, approximately ten years later the completion of the 
first booN of the 4ānūn and gave lessons to a certain number of students who ever\ night gathered 
in his house and read in parallel passages from the two worNs. See 7Ke Life of Ibn 6ina A &ritical 
(dition and Annotated 7ranslation, ed. Gohlman cit., pp. 54.4 - 56.1.
50 It is noteworthy that in the AdZi\a 4albi\\a $vicenna refers to the *alenic tripartition of the 
faculties of the soul into natural (ɡabīʿi\\a) vital (Ƥa\aZāni\\a), and psychic (nafsāni\\a) faculty, 
which are in turn related to three different types of pneuma. See, for example, the mention of TuZj 
nafsāni\\a (pp. 8, 13 ; 9, 5 [virtutes animales, pp. 195, 40 ; 196, 53]) ; TuZZa Ƥa\aZāni\\a (p. 9, 2 [virtus 
spiritualis, p. 196, 49]) ; TuZZa ɡabīʿi\\a (p. 12, 4, 5, 12 [virtus naturalis, pp. 201, 31-2, 33 ; 203, 46]). On 
this terminolog\ see m\ forthcoming paper Avicenna’s treatment of nutrition in ps\cKoloJ\ and medicine.
51 See in particular $vicenna·s statements about the anatom\ and ph\siolog\ of the heart and 
the circulation of blood.
52 In the AdZi\a 4albi\\a $vicenna specifies that the primac\ of the heart on the creation of 
which depends the creation of all other organs is a debated issue (bi-Ƥasabi iḫtilāf al-maŏāKib fī 
ŏāliNa al-ZāƤid, p. 2, 6-7).
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which however there are man\ medical teachings (cavities of the brain nerves 
etc.), as well as of the əifāʾ in its entirety.
,n this connection the reason for al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s selected insertion can be easil\ 
explained. )irst of all the choice to add chapters - b\ sNipping chapter  seems 
to have been dictated b\ reasons of both accurac\ and argumentative strateg\. 
$s for the accurac\ chapter  belongs to the first medico-ps\chological part of 
the treatise and therefore it ideall\ fulfills the reTuirements for being inserted 
within the 1afs together with chapters -  however precisel\ because of the 
issues treated therein its content partiall\ overlaps that of 1afs, V, 8, where the 
primac\ of the heart over other bodil\ organs its ph\siolog\ and the cardiac 
pneuma are dealt with, and therefore its addition to the 1afs would have been 
redundant. $s for the argumentative strateg\ in this chapter the centralit\ of 
the heart and of its pneuma as a vehicle for the ps\chic faculties is maintained53 ; 
however this does not automaticall\ impl\ an absolute cardiocentrism namel\ 
that the heart is the source of all psychic faculties, as Aristotle maintained. In 
particular in the brief doxograph\ provided therein $vicenna contrasts the 
opinion ascribed to ¶the greatest of philosophers· (aǧallu al-ƤuNamāʾ, p. 2, 8, 
probabl\ a reference to $ristotle) according to which the heart is the source 
of all ps\chic faculties and that ascribed to not further specified opponents 
(muḫālifūna p.   probabl\ a reference to *alen and his followers) according 
to which the source at least of the perceptive faculties is the brain. Therefore 
given that the correctness of the $ristotelian position was not uneTuivocall\ 
established al-ƜɫzƏönƮ might have considered it wiser not to include this 
chapter among those of his insertion. 
Secondl\ in chapters - there are at least three passages in which the 
aforementioned theoretical proximity between natural philosophy and 
medicine is explicitl\ stated. The\ are tellingl\ placed at the beginning in 
the middle and at the end of the text of the insertion. The first passage has 
a general tone : it shows that ¶the philosophers and those of the ph\sicians 
who followed them· (al-ƤuNamāʾ Za-atbāʿuKum min al-aɡibbāʾ p. 5, 2, sapientes 
et seTuaces eorum p.  ) agree upon the fact that happiness sadness fear 
and anger are among the affections that are proper to the cardiac pneuma54. 
2n a less general level in the second passage a parallel is established between 
the inTuir\ $vicenna is embarNing on i.e. that into the conditions of happiness 
and sadness which are the strength/weaNness of the ps\chic faculties and 
53 (dvi\ei .albi\e (Arabic text), ed. Kilisi, p. 1, 7-8 : « *od ³ ma\ +e be praised ³ created the left 
ventricle of the heart depositor\ (ḫizāna) of the pneuma and origin (maʿdin) of its generation and 
created the pneuma as vehicle (maɡi\\a) of the psychic faculties by means of which they penetrate 
in the bodily limbs ». 
54 Ibid., p. 5, 2-3 [p. 190, 47-49].
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the Tualit\ of the pneuma and a similar investigation conducted in natural 
philosophy (Za-ammā al-na˂ar allaŏī KuZa aɐbaKu bi-l-baƤɠ al-ɡabīʿī fa-li-anna […], 
p. 12, 3, 4uod autem maJis convenit speculationi naturali considerare Koc est Tuod 
>«@ p.  ) which might be interpreted as a perspective reference to 1afs, 
,9  p.  - where $vicenna hints at the wa\ in which affections occur in 
the branches of the desiderative facult\55. /astl\ on a more specific level the 
third passage exhibits something more than a general theoretical proximit\ of 
(natural) philosophy and medicine, namely a real dependence of the medical 
discourse on the ps\chological investigation : for there the treatment of rancour 
(ƤiTd, p. 15, 2, memoria iniuriarum p. 207, n. 27) and the consequent desire for 
revenge (al-ɐaZT ilj l-intiTām, p. 15, 2, desiderium vindictae, p. 207, 27) are explicitly 
associated to the operation of two internal senses i.e. imager\ (ḫa\āl, imaJinatio) 
and memory (ŏiNr memoria)56.
Thirdl\ in chapters - there are what al-ƜɫzƏönƮ ma\ have considered 
as three perspective references to three different sections of the əifāʾ (I say 
perspective references because $vicenna wrote the AdZi\a 4albi\\a in 1014-15, and 
the əifāʾ between 1020-1027)57. The first reference occurs at p.  - >p.  
- in the /atin translation the mention of the title of the worN is missing@. 
There in arguing that happiness is a sort of pleasure and in explaining how 
it can be experienced $vicenna provides the principle according to which 
misconception (saKZ error) derives from taNing what is per accidens in lieu of 
what is per se b\ referring in general terms to .itāb 6ufisɡīTā (%ooN of 6opKistics), 
b\ which he might refer to $ristotle·s 6opKistical 5efutations. In the əifāʾ $vicenna 
expounds this doctrine in 6afsaɡa (6opKistics), I, 3, pp. 20, 8 - 21, 10 where this 
type of misconception is treated58. The second reference occurs at p. 7, 7-9 
[p. 193, 3-5], where the cause of the disposition towards pleasure is said to be 
the quality and the quantity of the pneuma. The relation of the disposition to 
perceive pleasure to the characteristics of the substance of pneuma is Mustified 
b\ referring to another general principle which has become clear in natural 
philosophy (ʿalj mā taba\\ana fī l-uɓūl al-ɡabīʿi\\a, sicut declaratum est in principiis 
naturalium) : the more the substance in magnitude the greater the power in 
strength. $l-ƜɫzƏönƮ might have connected this reference with Afʿāl Za-Infiʿālāt 
(Activities and affections) of the əifāʾ, I, 4, since this chapter bears precisely the 
title : &Kapter on tKe notification of ZKat is said about tKe fact tKat tKe more tKe 
55 Ibid p. 12, 3 ff. [p. 201, 30 ff.].
56 Ibid p. 15, 1 ff. [p. 207, 27 ff.].
57 2n the chronolog\ of these $vicennian worNs see Gutas, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition 
(second edition) cit., pp. 106-109 ; 514.
58 6afsaɡa is the seventh section of the logical part of the əifāʾ corresponding to $ristotle·s 
6opKistical 5efutations.
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maJnitude of bodies tKe more tKeir strenJtK59. Lastly, at p. 10, 1-2 [p. 198, 74-5], in 
listing the causes of happiness and sadness $vicenna refers to .itāb 5īɡūrīTā a\ 
.itāb al-Ḫiɡāba (%ooNs of 5Ketoric)60 possibl\ a reference to $ristotle·s 5Ketoric, 
where other causes of these two emotions are said to have been dealt with (Za-
Ƒa\r ŏāliNa min al-umūr al-muƤɓā fī .itāb 5īɡūrīTā a\ .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba, et cetera Tuae 
nominavimus in rKetoricis). In the əifāʾ $vicenna deals with the causes of these 
emotions in Ḫiɡāba (5Ketoric), III, 461.
As for the exclusion of chapters 10-19 of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a from al-
ƜɫzƏönƮ·s insertion it can be easil\ explained b\ referring to their content : they 
are devoted to pharmacolog\ that is to an aspect of practical medicine which 
unliNe the medico-ps\chological discussion contained in chapters - does not 
fit with the philosophical treatment of the soul provided in the 1afs. 
,n sum al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s choice of adding AdZi\a 4albi\\a, 2-9 to 1afs, IV, 4 seems 
to be pertinent, and his operation accurate and informed.
3. the aRaBic textual tRaDition oF the inseRtion
$bout the $rabic textual tradition of this insertion Simone 9an 5iet simpl\ sa\s 
that « plusieurs manuscrits arabes [du əiföʾ] insqrent ces cKapitres lj o les situe la tradition 
manuscrite latine »62. Therefore, we remain uninformed about the approximate 
amount of the many (plusieurs) $rabic manuscripts containing this insertion. 
The current editions of the $rabic text of $vicenna·s 1afs are of little help 
in that respect. $s is common Nnowledge there are five complete printed 
versions of $vicenna·s 1afs none of them providing a stemma codicum : (i) the 
Tehran lithograph\ published in Tehran in /- which contains the 
natural philosophy and the metaphysics of the əifāʾ, and is the reproduction of 
a manuscript or a group of manuscripts whose identit\ however has not been 
established yet  (ii) the edition made b\ -in %aNoš in 195663, which is based on 
59 Afʿāl Za-Infiʿālāt is the fourth section of the natural philosophy part of the əifāʾ corresponding 
to $ristotle·s 0eteoroloJ\, IV.
60 .itāb al-Ḫiɡāba is the eighth section of the logical part of the əifāʾ corresponding to $ristotle·s 
5Ketoric.
61 The general impression is that in the AdZi\a 4albi\\a $vicenna is referring to the 
$ristotelian tradition of these disciplines namel\ sophistics meteorolog\ rhetoric perhaps as 
treated b\ himself in his pre- writings possibl\ in his earl\ summae like the .itāb al-0aǧmūʿ 
or al-ƩiNma al-ʿArūŐi\\a (7Ke &ompilation or 3KilosopK\ for ʿArūŐī), which was written approximately 
in +/- (see Gutas, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition (second edition) cit., pp. 86-93).
62 See n.  above. 
63 3s\cKoloJie d’Ibn 6īnā (Avicenne d’aprqs son oeuvre al-6Kiföʾ vol. , : Texte arabe vol. ,, : 
traduction annotpe -. BaKoš ed. Travaux de l·$cadpmie TchpcoslovaTue des Sciences. Section de 
linguistiTue et de littprature 3rague .
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five manuscripts and the Tehran lithograph\ ; (iii) the edition made by Fazlur 
5ahman in 64 which is based on eight manuscripts the Tehran lithograph\ 
a manuscript containing the /atin translation of the worN carried out in Toledo 
in the mid-twelfh century, and the Venice edition of the Latin text published 
in 1508  (iv) the edition made b\ *. &. $nawati and S. =a\ed in 65, which 
is based on the same manuscripts used b\ the two preceding editors with the 
addition of two more manuscripts  and finall\ (v) the edition made b\ Ʃ. Ʃ. al-
ĮmulƮ for which however the manuscript basis is not clear66. 
The aforementioned editions (with the exclusion of the Tehran lithographed 
edition and the ĮmulƮ edition) as well as the witnesses on which the\ are based 
are listed in the table below.
Table. 1
Manuscripts %aNoɐ ed. 5ahman ed.
Anawati-Zayed 
ed.
&airo 0aNtabat $l-$zhar al-əarƮf 
BeḫƮt &ollection 44988, 331 falsafa x x
&airo Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a 
(now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiq al-
Qawmiyya), 262 ƤiNma Za-falsafa
x x
&airo Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a 
(now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiq al-
Qawmiyya), 894 falsafa
x
64 Avicenna’s 'e Anima (Arabic 7e[t beinJ tKe 3s\cKoloJical 3art of .itāb al-6Kifāʾ, F. Rahman ed., 
2xford 8niversit\ 3ress /ondon - 1ew <orN - Toronto  ; 19702.
65 .itāb al-6Kifāʾ  al-ɥabīʿi\\āt vol.  : al-1afs *. &. anawati, s. zayeD eds. revised edition b\ ,. 
maDKouR $l-+a\ʾa al-miɓri\\a al-ʿömma li-l-Nitöb &airo .
66avicenna, al-1afs min Nitāb al-6Kifāʾ ed. Ʃ. Ʃ. alā0u/ī, Maktab al-lʿlöm al-,slömƳ˻ 0arNaz al-
Nashr, Qum 1417/1996-7. In the introduction (p. 6) ĮmulƮ writes that he used several manuscripts 
of the əifāʾ preserved in his collection  however he does not provide an\ description of them. 
)rom the images printed at the end of his edition it can be inferred that he had at least five 
manuscripts at his disposal : ) a manuscript copied b\ 0uƤammad ibn 0uƤammad Ɯaʿfar, known 
as ҅alƮl on Saturda\  əawwal +/ 2ctober  (pp. -) ; 2) a manuscript copied in 
Safar +/-ul\-$ugust  (pp. -)  ) a manuscript containing the 1afs together with the 
excerpt from the AdZi\a 4albi\\a dated to ;,/;9,, on the basis of the handwriting (p. ) ; 4) a 
manuscript containing the 1afs and the .itāb al-1abāt (%ooN of 3lants) i.e. the seventh section of 
the natural philosophy part of the əifāʾ dated after ;,/;9,, on the basis of the handwriting (p. 
374)  ) a manuscript dated after ,;/;9 on the basis of the handwriting (pp. -).
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,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 
Damat Ibrahim Paߞa 822 x x
/eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN 




2r.  (*olius &ollection) (&atalogue 
&&2 n. )
x x
/ondon ,ndia 2ffice (now : %ritish 
/ibrar\ 2riental and ,ndia 2ffice 
&ollections) $r.  (n.  in /oth 
catalogue)
x x x
London, British Museum (now : 
British Library, Oriental and India 
2ffice &ollections) 2r.  (%ritish 
Museum Suppl. 711)
x x
London, British Museum (now : 
British Library, Oriental and India 
2ffice &ollections) 2r. 
x
Oxford, Bodleian Library, Pococke 
114 x x
Oxford, Bodleian Library, Pococke 
116 x x x
Oxford, Bodleian Library, Pococke 
125 x x x
Tehran /ithographed edition x x x
Basel, D III 7 (Latin translation) x x
Venice edition (Latin translation) x x
 
In the critical apparatus of their editions, Bakoš and 5ahman note that 
between the fourth and the fifth treatise of the text of $vicenna·s 1afs some 
of the manuscripts on which their editions are based contain an excerpt from 
$vicenna·s AdZi\a 4albi\\a67. +owever after having verified that this insertion 
was extraneous to the text of the 1afs they both decided not to print it. What 
happened in the &airo edition is more bafÁing : although some of the manuscripts 
67 3s\cKoloJie d’Ibn 6īnā (Avicenne, p. 197, n. 6 ; Avicenna’s 'e Anima (Arabic 7e[t, p. 201, n. 11.
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consulted contain the insertion — as the direct inspection of these manuscripts 
discloses ³ the editors did not even record its presence in their apparatus68.
,n m\ current research , have drafted a provisional list of  
manuscripts containing the second part of $vicenna·s əifāʾ, i.e. that on 
natural philosophy. 130 of these manuscripts69 contain the 1afs : of the 89 
manuscripts that , have inspected however onl\  have been taNen into 
account since 5 manuscripts do not contain the fourth treatise at the end of 
which the excerpt is inserted70. 2nl\  manuscripts contain al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s 
insertion ( if we consider the information provided b\ ). 5ahman about 
the ms. &airo Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a  ƤiNma Za-falsafa as containing 
the entire insertion to which , did not have direct access). %esides these 
manuscripts two more manuscripts though not containing the insertion 
have some references to the AdZi\a 4albi\\a71.
That this portion of text is extraneous to $vicenna·s 1afs is reÁected in the table 
of contents that  manuscripts over the  containing the insertion72 provide at 
the beginning of the fourth treatise. There this insertion is not indicated as part 
of the fourth treatise. :hat is more in ms. ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 
Ayasofya 2441, f. 233r. the copyist points out the peculiar nature of this text by 
writing at the end of 1afs, IV, 4 : « And tKe discourse b\ Abūʿ8ba\d al-Ǧūzǧānī folloZs 
it >sc tKe fourtK treatise@ before tKe fiftK treatise » (Za-\atlūKā Nalām li-Abīʿ8ba\d al-
Ǧūzǧānī Tabla al-maTāla al-ḫāmisa).
,n addition to the incipit and the explicit (see Text  above) in some of these 
manuscripts the insertion is also indicated in the margin. Two examples can be 
provided. (i) ,n ms. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran (1ational 
/ibrar\)  p.  the 3ersian note ¶Ǧūzǧānī’s addition to tKe əifāʾ· (afzuda Ǧūzǧānī 
bar əifāʾ) can be read in the margin73 ; perhaps in order to render immediately 
visible the extraneousness of this text to the worN in which it is included. (ii) ,n 
ms. &airo 0aNtabat $l-$zhar al-əarƮf %eḫƮt &ollection   falsafa, f. 274r, 
there is an important marginal note. This note which has been misunderstood 
68 .itāb al-6Kifāʾ  al-ɥabīʿi\\āt vol.  : al-1afs, p. 178.
69 $ list of the  manuscripts is provided as $ppendix ,, at the end of the present article.
70 These five manuscripts are (the list number is that of the inventor\ provided as $ppendix ,,) : 39) 
,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi &arullah  (this ms. has actuall\ a lacuna between 1afs, IV, 3 
and V, 7) ; 77) Mashhad, .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  ; 85) Oxford, Bodleian Library, Pococke 
114 ; 86) Oxford, Bodleian Library, Pococke 116  ) 4um 0arNaz-i ,Ƥ\öʾ-i 0Ʈröt-i ,slömƮ .
71 ,n ms. /eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN 2r.  f. r there is the entire text of the incipit 
of the insertion in the margin in correspondence with the end of the fourth treatise ; and in ms. 
Mashhad, .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  f. v in the margin there is the reference to 
the AdZi\a 4albi\\a in correspondence with $vicenna·s reference to his medical booNs (¶min NutubiKī 
al-muɐtamila ʿalj mā ŏaNara NitābuKū fī l-adZi\a al-Talbi\\a· >reference] from Kis booNs [sc. Avicenna’s 
medical booNs] includinJ ZKat Kis booN 2n &ardiac 5emedies mentioned).
72 The other  manuscripts do not provide an\ table of contents of the fourth treatise.
73 , wish to thanN dr. ,vana 3anzeca for having helped me read this note.
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b\ D. al-<ösƮn74, shows that the insertion was not attested in all the manuscripts 
consulted b\ the cop\ist and that in all liNelihood it was retrieved b\ means of 
collation : « ZKat al-Ǧūzǧānī added [sc. to the .itāb al-1afs] is ZKat is Zritten on tZo 
folios from Kere ZKicK is found in some manuscripts ZKile is not found in some otKer » 
(allatī alƤaTaKū al-Ǧūzǧānī al-maNtūb fī l-ZaraTata\ni min KāKunā fī baʿŐ al-nusaƤ 
maZǧūd Za-fī baʿŐiKā lā \aNūnu maZǧūdan). This is clearl\ visible since two folios 
containing the insertion have been ph\sicall\ added to the codex.
$s for the text of the insertion the manuscripts do not attest significant 
variants75. %\ contrast the\ attest different divisions of the text : in 13 
manuscripts the insertion is divided into two chapters the first corresponding 
to chapters 2-6 of the AdZi\a 4albi\\a, and the second to chapters 7-9 ; in 4 
manuscripts onl\ the first chapter is indicated while in  manuscripts onl\ the 
second  and in  manuscripts the insertion has no internal division. $mong the 
manuscripts indicating the second chapter (either alone or together with the 
indication of the first chapter) two manuscripts i.e. ms. &airo 0aNtabat $l-
$zhar al-əarƮf %eḫƮt &ollection   falsafa, and ms. Istanbul, Süleymaniye 
.tphanesi $\asof\a  deserve particular attention because in addition 
to the indication of the second chapter the\ also attest a title for it i.e. ¶&Kapter 
from tKe addition of Abū ʿ8ba\d· (faɓl min ilƤāT Abīʿ8ba\d), which corresponds 
to the title attested in the Latin translation for this part of the insertion, i.e. 
¶&apitulum de additione AuoKauetK· (p.  ). 
The research on the manuscript tradition of this insertion is in progress 
and further discoveries both about the number of manuscripts of $vicenna·s 
1afs in general and about the number of manuscripts containing the excerpt 
are predictable. +owever this scenario namel\ the presence of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s 
insertion in a relativel\ small part of the manuscript tradition76 though 
provisional can be explained in four different wa\s.
74 $l-<ösƮn misunderstands this note since on the basis of it and of the e[plicit of the 
insertion, he argues that the main text of this manuscript descends from an exemplar in the 
possession of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ. See Al-əifā’ al-ɥabīʿi\\āt I  al-6amāʿ al-ɡabīʿī ed. D. al-yā6īn, Dör al-
0anöhil, Beirut 1996, p. 25.
75 :hat varies are the formulae that accompan\ the names of $vicenna and al-ƜɫzƏönƮ liNe 
raƤimaKū AllāK (ma\ *od have merc\ upon him) adāmaKū AllāK (ma\ *od maNe him lasting) 
or Ƥuǧǧat al-ƤaTT (¶3roof of the Truth· an epithet that would have been more appropriate to a 
theologian than to a philosopher). +owever these elements do not reveal an\thing about the 
histor\ of the manuscripts and their cop\ (whether for example the\ have been copied before or 
after the death of $vicenna or al-ƜɫzƏönƮ).
76 The fact that the insertion is attested in a relativel\ small part of the manuscript tradition 
might explain the raison wh\ unliNe what happens in the /atin translation of $vicenna·s 1afs 
in the /atin translation of the insertion there is no trace of revision as has been argued b\ S. 
9an 5iet (avicenna latinus, Liber de anima seu se[tus de naturalibus I9-9 cit. p. 99*) : probably in the 
manuscript(s) on which the Latin translators of the 1afs based their revision ³ of course if the\ 
are also the translators of the insertion — the insertion was not contained.
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)irstl\ there is the h\pothesis according to which al-ƜɫzƏönƮ has inserted the 
excerpt from the AdZi\a 4albi\\a in the copy he kept, i.e. in a sort of scKool cop\ 
of the worN of his master which is compatible with the information al-ƜɫzƏönƮ 
himself provides in the 3roloJue of the əifāʾ about his activit\ of secretar\ and 
amanuensis of $vicenna77. This h\pothesis is plausible on the proviso that al-
ƜɫzƏönƮ·s cop\ was the official copy from which all the other manuscripts, in 
different times were copied. ,f this is the case we have to suppose a progressive 
transformation of the cop\ that al-ƜɫzƏönƮ made from $vicenna·s autograph : 
the cop\ containing the insertion would reÁect a later stage of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s cop\ 
after other copies had alread\ been made from its previous stages still lacNing 
the insertion. ,n this case we would be facing a proper editorial activit\ on the 
part of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ comparable within the əifāʾ, to his addition of a 3roloJue, and, 
outside the əifāʾ, to his addition of the mathematical part to the 1aǧāt and to 
the 'āneɐnāme-\e ʿAlāʾī78. This might provide an explanation of the reason wh\ 
this insertion is present only in a small part of the manuscript tradition : this 
insertion would have occurred at a later stage of the h\pothetical progressive 
transformation of the official cop\ made b\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ.
The second h\pothesis is that according to which al-ƜɫzƏönƮ would have 
inserted the excerpt from the AdZi\a 4albi\\a in his personal worNing cop\ 
and that small part of the manuscript tradition containing the insertion would 
depend on this ¶private· cop\. This h\pothesis is plausible on the condition that 
the  manuscripts attesting the insertion share errors that can be explained 
onl\ b\ supposing their dependence on a common sub-archet\pe. :e would 
then not be facing a progressive transformation of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s school cop\ and 
conseTuentl\ an editorial activit\ on his part but a case of vertical descent of 
a branch of the manuscript tradition from the manuscript in which the excerpt 
from the medical worN was inserted for the first time that is al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s 
personal worNing cop\.
The third h\pothesis is that it might well have been the case that the insertion 
regardless of where it was originall\ inserted (either in al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s official cop\ 
or in his personal cop\) was so brazen that some cop\ists might have decided 
not to copy it, as the modern editors of the Arabic text of the 1afs have done. 2r 
a non-philosophical cop\ist liNe a theologian might have sNipped the AdZi\a 
4albi\\a because he was not interested in it. In order for this hypothesis to hold 
77 See iBn sīnā, al-əifāʾ al-0anɡiT al-0adḫal eds. i. madkūr, G. š. qanawatī, m. al-҅uḍayrī, a. F. al-
ahwānī $l-0aɡbaʿa al-amƮri\\a &airo  p.   : « , concerned m\self in Neeping (Za-atammu 
bi-l-Őabɡ) [what he wrote] ». The English translation of this passage is drawn from Gutas, Avicenna 
and tKe Aristotelian 7radition (second edition) cit., p. 29.
78 2n other possible evidence of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s editorial activit\ on the əifāʾ, see the article by A. 
%ertolacci in the present volume.
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true all the manuscripts containing the insertion do not have to share errors 
that can be explained onl\ b\ supposing a common sub-archet\pe.
The fourth and last hypothesis which unliNe the preceding three is not 
Lachmannian, is that according to which a scholar who is also a cop\ist per 
accidens might have retrieved the text of the insertion not because it was 
attested in the manuscript from which he made his copy, but because he knew 
that it was attested in another (now lost) important manuscript belonging to al-
ƜɫzƏönƮ or to some other immediate follower of $vicenna which circulated in 
his school or was at his disposal. This hypothesis is plausible on the proviso that 
all the  manuscripts attesting the insertion do not show decisive connections 
or errors that would reTuire a common antigraph to be explained and retrieve 
the insertion by means of collation from another manuscript, different from 
that from which the copy was made.
, do not have a definitive answer and therefore , will limit m\self to formulate 
some considerations. $lthough none of the aforementioned h\potheses can 
be easily ruled out, the deliberate exclusion of this insertion on the part of 
the cop\ists which has been suggested in the third h\pothesis seems less 
liNel\ since the author responsible for the insertion is al-ƜɫzƏönƮ who is the 
authoritative and well-Nnown author of the 3roloJue of the əifāʾ. The other 
alternatives are more liNel\. , limit m\self to observe that although the second 
and the fourth h\potheses might appear the most straightforward in order to 
justify the limited presence of this insertion in the Arabic manuscript tradition, 
the first h\pothesis has the advantage of being more consonant with the incipit 
of the insertion namel\ with al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s announcement of his — perhaps 
unaccomplished ³ programme of intervention on the 1afs of the əifāʾ which 
seems hard to reconcile with a mere annotation on his worNing cop\. +owever 
these are Must preliminar\ and tentative h\potheses : the verification of their 
validit\ demands further investigation of the manuscript tradition.
4. evaluatinG the Relevance oF this inseRtion. a conclusion
The aforementioned considerations lead to the final part of this article 
namel\ the conclusive evaluation of the relevance of this insertion. There are 
several reasons wh\ this insertion is worth being studied. )irstl\ a close scrutin\ 
of this insertion might cast some new light on al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s editorial activit\ on 
the əifāʾ. In particular, the incipit of this insertion and the specification that most 
of the inserted materials — aNɠaruKā — are from the AdZi\a 4albi\\a leave room 
for other potential insertions in this place of the 1afs from other $vicennian 
medical worNs on the part of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ although he never accomplished them. 
Secondly, this insertion is crucial for the reconstruction of the Arabic text 
of $vicenna·s AdZi\a 4albi\\a : for the editors of this worN have never taNen 
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into consideration the manuscript tradition attesting onl\ the insertion which 
sometimes seems to witness a better text than that preserved b\ the manuscripts 
containing the entire worN. $lso 5ifat %ilge .ilisli who lists among the inspected 
manuscripts the ms. ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat ,brahim 3aߞa 
822, which does contain only the insertion, does not seem to systematically 
use it in his edition. As to the Latin translation of the insertion, it is not only 
the most ancient though partial /atin translation of this worN but it is also 
more ancient than the most ancient manuscript used b\ 5ifat %ilge .ilisli. 
For, the most ancient manuscript used by the Turkish editor, i.e. ms. Istanbul, 
Sle\mani\e .tphanesi )atih &amii  dates to +/ while the /atin 
translation of $vicenna·s 1afs is dated around 1152-66 and, therefore, is based on 
a more ancient part of the $rabic manuscript tradition. :hat is more according 
to S. 9an 5iet the /atin translation of the insertion contained within the /atin 
translation of $vicenna·s 1afs is more faithful to the original $rabic than the 
Latin translations made by $rnau de 9ilanova and b\ $ndrea $lpago79. 
/astl\ in virtue of its relativel\ limited presence in the $rabic manuscript 
tradition of $vicenna·s 1afs this insertion might represent a vantage point from 
which valuable data can be collected in order to circumscribe the part of the 
$rabic manuscript tradition on which the /atin translation of $vicenna·s 1afs 
depends : to this day we do not know exactly on which Arabic manuscript(s) the 
/atin version is based. ,n this manner new light can also be shed on the broader 
picture of the overall stemma codicum of the 1afs : the study of this insertion, 
together with other data might contribute to isolate a branch of the $rabic 
tradition of this text. 
79 van Riet, 7rois traductions cit., pp. 343-344.
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aPPenDix i. inventoRy oF the manuscRiPts containinG the M$4ā/$ fƺ /-adwiya $/-4$/%i<<$
This list gathers all the manuscripts preserving the 0aTāla fī l-adZi\a al-Talbi\\a that 
have been mentioned b\ %rocNelmann Ergin 0ahdavƮ and *utas in their inventories 
with the addition of some other manuscripts used b\ 5. %. .ilisli and 0. =. al-%öbö the 
editors of the $rabic text and of some manuscripts that , have found in m\ research 
on the AdZi\a 4albi\\a. The pieces of information concerning these manuscripts e.g. 
foliation dating etc. have been drawn from the aforementioned sources. ,n sTuare 
bracNets it is also indicated whether the manuscripts have been consulted b\ the editors 
of the Arabic text.
Sigla : 
B = &. BRocKelmann, *escKicKte der ArabiscKen Litteratur [sic@ vols. ,-,, %rill /eiden -
1902 ; 1943-19492 (vol. , p. )  suppl. vols. ,-,,, %rill /eiden - (suppl. vol. , p. 
827) ;
E1 = o. eRGin, Ƽbn-i 6ina %iblioJraf\as×, in %\N 7rN Filozof ve 7×b hstad× Ƽbn 6ina ߸ahsiyeti 
ve Eserleri +aNN×nda TetNiNler Ƽstanbul  pp. - ;
E2 = O. eRGin, Ƽbn-i 6ina %iblioJraf\as× <alo×n 0atbaas× Ƽstanbul 1956, p. 8 ;
G = D. Gutas, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition Introduction to 5eadinJ Avicenna’s 
3KilosopKical :orNs. Second revised and enlarged edition %rill /eiden  p.  ;
.   (dvi\ei .albi\e (Arabic text), R. B. Kilisli ed., in %\N 7rN Filozof ve 7×b hstad× Ƽbn 
6ina, ߸ahsi\eti ve Eserleri +aNN×nda TetNiNler Ƽstanbul  pp. - ;
M = Y. mahda9ī, FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā ,ntiɐöröt-i Döniɐgöh-\i 
Tihrön Tehran / p.  ;
Z = 0in 0uʾallafāt Ibn 6īnā al-ɡibbi\\a, m. z. al-Bā%ā ed., Maʿhad al-turöɠ al-ʿilmƮ al-
ʿarabƮ $leppo / pp. -.
 1. $nNara hniversitesi Dil ve Tarih-&oƏraf\a )aNltesi ()acult\ of /anguage +istor\ 
and *eograph\) )und ,smail Saib ,  (E1) ;
 2. $nNara hniversitesi Dil ve Tarih-&oƏraf\a )aNltesi ()acult\ of /anguage +istor\ 
and *eograph\) )und ,smail Saib ,  (E1) ;
 3. %erlin Deutsche StaatsbibliotheN  (% E2, M, G) ;
 4. &airo Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a (now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiq al-Qawmiyya), 
Qawala, II, 290 (B) ;
 5. Dublin &hester %eatt\ /ibrar\ $r.  ff. r-r (*) ;
 6. Gotha, )orschungsbibliotheN  (% E2, M, G) ;
 7. +\derabad 2smani\a 8niversit\ &ampus 2riental 0anuscript /ibrar\ and 5esearch 
Institute, Ar. 10ϡ(vol. ) ;
 8. +\derabad 2smani\a 8niversit\ &ampus 2riental 0anuscript /ibrar\ and 5esearch 
,nstitute  (vol. ) ;
 9. ,stanbul %e\azit .tphanesi ʿ8mɫmƮ  (E1, B) ;
 10. ,stanbul .|prl +alN .tphanesi  ff. v-v (% E1-2 0 *) >.@ ;
 11. ,stanbul 1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  (% E1-2 0 *) >.@ ;
 12. ,stanbul 1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  (% E1-2 0 *) >.@ ;
 13. ,stanbul 1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  (E1, B) ;
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 14. ,stanbul 1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  ff. v-v (E2 0 *) >.@ ;
 15. Istanbul, Sle\mani\e .tphanesi $\asof\a  (% E1-2 0 *) >.80] ;
 16. Istanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat ,brahim 3aߞa  (9,-9,,/;,,-;,,,) (E2, M, 
*) >.@ ;
 17. Istanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Efendi %agdatli 9ehbi  (% E1-2 0 *) >.@ ;
 18. Istanbul, Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Esat Efendi  (% E1-2 0 *) >.@ ;
 19. Istanbul, Sle\mani\e .tphanesi )atih &amii  (% E1-2 0 *) >.81] ;
 20. Istanbul, Sle\mani\e .tphanesi )atih &amii  (+/) (% E1-2 0 *) >.@ ;
 21. Istanbul, Sle\mani\e .tphanesi +amidi\e  (% E1-2 0 *) >.@ ;
 22. Istanbul, Sle\mani\e .tphanesi /kleli  (% E1-2 0 *) >.@ ;
 23. Istanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi ߸ehid Ali Paߞa  (% E1-2 0 *) >.@ ;
 24. Istanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi ߸ehid Ali Paߞa  (E2 0 *) >.@ ;
 25. Istanbul, TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi .tphanesi $hmet ,,,  (E1 %) >.@ ;
 26. Istanbul, TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi .tphanesi $hmet ,,,  (E2, M, G) ;
 27. ,stanbul TopNap× Sara\× 0zesi .tphanesi $hmet ,,,  (+/-) (% E1-2, 
0 *) >.@ ;
 28. Istanbul, hniversitesi .tphanesi .tphanesi <×ld×z ʿ8mɫmƮ  >.@ ;
 29. ,stanbul hniversitesi .tphanesi  (E2, M, G) ;
 30. Istanbul hniversitesi .tphanesi <×ld×z ʿ8mɫmƮ  (E1, B) ;
 31. /eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN 2r.  (ex : ) ff. v-v (% E2, M, G)82 ;
 32. /eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN 2r.  (ex : ) ff. r-v (% *)83 ;
 33. London, British Library, Or. 5280 (B, M, G) [Z] ;
 34. /ondon %ritish /ibrar\ 2r.  (% E2, M, G) ; 
 35. 0ashhad .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ ,,, / (E2, M, G) ;
 36. 0osul 8niversit\ /ibrar\  (% *) ;
 37. 0osul 8niversit\ /ibrar\  (%) ;
 38. 3aris %ibliothqTue 1ationale de )rance $r.  (%) >=@ ;
 39. 5ampur 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\ ,  (%) ;
 40. 5ampur 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\ I, 495 (B) ;
 41. 5ampur 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\  (alternative number -) [Z] ;
 42. San /orenzo de El Escorial (0adrid) 5eal %iblioteca del 0onasterio de San /orenzo 
de El Escorial / ff. v-r (%) ;
 43. San /orenzo de El Escorial (0adrid) 5eal %iblioteca del 0onasterio de San /orenzo 
de El Escorial  (%) ;
 44. San /orenzo de El Escorial (0adrid) 5eal %iblioteca del 0onasterio de San /orenzo 
de El Escorial  (%) ;
80 5. %. .ilisli mentions this manuscript together with ms. Istanbul, Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 
Ayasofya 4795, which is said to be the apograph of the former. 
81 5. %. .ilisli seems to refer to this manuscript b\ the shelfmarN  instead of  possibl\ 
due to a misprint. +e dates this manuscript to +/-.
82 -. -. witKam, Inventor\ of tKe 2riental manuscripts in Leiden 8niversit\ Librar\ Ter /ugt 3ress 
Leiden 2006-2016, p. 418. 
83 Ibid p. 348. 
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 45. San /orenzo de El Escorial (0adrid) 5eal %iblioteca del 0onasterio de San /orenzo 
de El Escorial  (%) ;
 46. St. 3etersburg State 8niversit\ /ibrar\  5osen (% *) ;
 47. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  (E2, M, G) ;
 48. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran (1ational /ibrar\)  (E2, M, G) ;
 49. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön (&entral /ibrar\ of Tehran 
8niversit\) 0iɐNöt  (E2, M, G) ;
 50. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön (&entral /ibrar\ of Tehran 
8niversit\) 0iɐNöt  (E2, M, G) ;
 51. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön (&entral /ibrar\ of Tehran 
8niversit\) 0iɐNöt  ff. r-r (*) ;
 52. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 0illƮ (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 
,slömƮ   3arliament /ibrar\) TangöbunƮ  (E2, M, G).
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aPPenDix ii. inventoRy oF the manuscRiPts PReseRvinG the aRaBic text oF avicenna’s Ki7ā% $/-Nafs
Sigla :
$   ms. recorded in *. &. anawati, (ssai de biblioJrapKie avicennienne Dör $l-0aʿörif 
&airo  ; 
Liste   ms. recorded in *. &. $nawati·s edition of the .itāb al-1afs (see n.  above) ;
Ah = ms. recorded in A. Q. ahmeD, 7Ke 6Kifāʾ in India I : ೃ 5eÁections on tKe (vidence of tKe 
0anuscripts, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 199–222 ;
3hi%or   ms. recorded in the inventor\ provided on the website of the E5& $dvanced 
*rant proMect ¶3KilosopK\ on tKe %order of &ivilizations and Intellectual (ndeavours  7oZards a 
&ritical (dition of tKe 0etapK\sics (,löhi\\öt of .itöb al-əiföʾ of Avicenna (Ibn 6īnā· (http://
www.avicennaproMect.eu), or obtained within the framework of this project ; 
M = ms. recorded in Y. mahda9ī, FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā ,ntiɐöröt-i 
Döniɐgöh-\i Tihrön Tehran / ;
$n   ms. used in $nawati·s edition of the $rabic text ;
%a   ms. used in %aNoɐ·s edition of the $rabic text ;
5a   ms. used in 5ahman·s edition of the $rabic text ; 
 m r i   ms. containing all the əiföʾ (i.e. manɡiT, ri\āŐi\\āt, and ilāKi\\āt in addition 
to ɡabīʿi\\āt) ; 
 m i   ms. containing ɡabīʿi\\āt, manɡiT and ilāKi\\āt ; 
 m   ms. containing ɡabīʿi\\āt and manɡiT ; 
 i   ms. containing ɡabīʿi\\āt and ilāKi\\āt.
Within manɡiT, ɡabīʿi\\āt ri\āŐi\\āt and ilāKi\\āt, the sections (funūn) are designated 
b\ lower-case 5oman numerals (i ii iii etc.) whereas the treatises (maTālāt), and 
chapters (fuɓūl) are designated respectivel\ b\ upper-case 5oman numerals (, ,, ,,, 
etc.) and Arabic numerals (1, 2, 3, etc.). A date of copy in which the year is precisely 
indicated (e.g. : +/-) is usuall\ taNen from the manuscript itself (colophon 
or other) whereas a more generic date (e.g. : 9,,/;,,,) is a tentative date provided b\ 
former inspectors of the codex.
* = ms. consulted ;
bold   ms. attesting the insertion within the .itāb al-1afs.
$ligarh (8ttar 3radesh ,ndia) ( mss.) :
1) 0aulana $zad /ibrar\ $ligarh 0uslim 8niversit\ SubƤön $llöh / ʿA (M, 
PhiBor) ;
2) 0aulana $zad /ibrar\ $ligarh 0uslim 8niversit\ SubƤön $llöh / ʿA 
(+/- ; copyist : 0uƤammad Ʃusa\n al-0aɐhadƮ) ( m r i) (Liste, Ah, M, 
PhiBor) ;
3) 0aulana $zad /ibrar\ $ligarh 0uslim 8niversit\ SubƤön $llöh / ʿA (Liste, 
Ah, M) ;
%aghdad ( ms.) :
4) 0aNtabat al-$wTöf  (&atalogue  n.   &atalogue  n. ) 
(+/-) ( i) (3hi%or) ;
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Beirut (Lebanon) (1 ms.) :
5) 8niversitp St. -oseph %ibliothqTue 2rientale  (- 0uƤarram +/- 
March 1612 ; copyist : $bɫ al-ʿ8lamöʾ Ibn ʿ$lƮ al-.öɠir) (3hi%or) ;
&airo ( mss.) :
6) *0aNtabat al-$]har al-əarƮf, %ehƮt 331 falsafa (hXɓɫɓi\\a), 44 (ޏXPɫPi\\a) 
(VII/XIII) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ($n, 5a) ;
7) Dör al-.XtXb al-0iɓriyya (now : Dör al-.XtXb wa-l-:aɠöʾiT al-4awmiyya) 
22 ƤiNma Za-falsafa (+/-) ( m i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ($n, 5a) ;
8) Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a (now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiq al-Qawmiyya) 675 
falsafa (+/-) ( r) (Liste, M) ;
9) Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a (now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiq al-Qawmiyya) 753 
(+/-) ( m) (Liste, M) ;
10) *Dör al-.XtXb al-0iɓriyya (now : Dör al-.XtXb wa-l-:aɠöʾiT al-4awmiyya) 
4 falsafa (X-XI/XVI-XVII ; copyist : ʿ$bd $llöh ibn 0Ʈr ʿ$bd $llöh) ( m r i) 
(Liste, M, PhiBor) ($n) ;
11) Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a (now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiT al-4awmi\\a) ɥalʿat 
342 (Liste, M) ;
12) Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a (now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiT al-4awmi\\a) ɥalʿat 
402 (Liste, M) ;
13) Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a (now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiT al-4awmi\\a) $Ƥmad 
Ta\mɫr 3öɐö  (Liste, M) ;
14) *Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a (now : Dör al-.utub wa-l-:aɠöʾiq al-Qawmiyya), 
$Ƥmad Ta\mɫr 3öɐö  ( əawwal +/ -une ) (+ i  ɡ incomplete : ɡB
viB, p.   >ed. 5ahman@-vii) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
Damascus (2 mss.) :
15) 0aNtaba =öhiri\\a (now : 0aNtabat al-$sad al-:aɡani\\a $sad 1ational 
/ibrar\)  (+/- ; copyist : ɜöliƤ ,bn əarƮf Ʃömid) ( m r i) (3hi%or) ;
16) 0aNtaba =öhiri\\a (now : 0aNtabat al-$sad al-:aɡani\\a $sad 1ational /ibrar\) 
698/م (PhiBor) ;
Dublin (2 mss.) :
17) *&hester %eatt\ /ibrar\ $r.  (vols. i-ii) ( 5abƮʿ , +/ 1ovember ) 
(+ m, i) (PhiBor) ;
18) *&hester %eatty /ibrary, $r. 5412 (Ɯumödj ,, +/$ugust-September  ; 
copyist : ʿ$lƮ b. )atƤ $llöh al-0aʿdönƮ al-ɜöbirƮ ; owner : Sulɡön 0uƤammad b. 
0uröd) (+ i) (PhiBor) ;
+erat ($fghanistan) ( ms.) :
19) +erat 0useum /ibrar\ no number ( 5abƮʿ ,, +/o )ebruar\  ; copyist : 
0uƤammad ,bn $Ƥmad al-҅a\rƮ al-$nɓörƮ) ( m r i) (3hi%or) ;
 ˰  ˰
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+\derabad ( mss.) :
20) Salar -ung 0useum /ibrar\  ($h) ;
21) *2smani\a 8niversit\ /ibrar\ acT.  (3hi%or) ;
22) 2smani\a 8niversit\ /ibrar\  (+/-) ( i) (3hi%or) ;
23) 2smani\a 8niversit\ /ibrar\  (3hi%or) ;
Isfahan (3 mss.) :
24) 0aNtabat al-=ahröʾ, 86 (+ i) (PhiBor) ;
25) *0ahdawi 0uslah al-din S.     (ɡ incomplete : ɡBi-vii) (3hi%or) ;
26) *.itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i $snöd Döniɐgöh-i ,ɓfahön  (3hi%or) ;
Istanbul (29 mss.) :
27) $t×f Efendi .tphanesi  (ɡ incomplete : ɡBi-vii) (Liste, M) ;
28) *%e\azit .tphanesi ʿ8mɫmƮ  ( m r i  ɡ incomplete : ɡBviB,-,9 p. 
201,13 ; V,7, p. 258,15-V,8) (PhiBor) ;
29) TrN Ƽslam Eserleri 0zesi (TurNish 0useum of ,slamic $rts) doban 0ustafa 
Paߞa .tphanesi  (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
30) *0illet .tphanesi (now : 0illet <a]ma (ser .tphanesi), )ey]Xllah 
(fendi 12 (+/  ɡ incomplete : ɡBv-viiB,  viB,9) (Liste, M) ;
31) *.|prl .tphanesi, )a]il $hmet Pasa 4 (before +/ owner: $bɫ 
l-)atƤ Sulɡön 0uƤammad ҅ön ƞözƮ >  0ehmet ,, reg. - -@) ( m r i) 
(Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
32) *1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  (;/;9,) ( m a fragment of r i) (Liste, M, 
PhiBor) ;
33) *1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  (-+/-) ( m r i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
34) *1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  ( 5abƮʿ ,- əawwöl +/ December 
- -ul\  ; copyist : ʿ$bd al-.öfƮ ,bn ʿ$bd al-0aƏƮd ,bn ʿ$bd $llöh al-
TabrƮzƮ) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
35) *1XrXosmaniye .tphanesi, 211 (XI/XVII) (+ i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
36) *Sleymaniye .tphanesi, $yasofya 2441 (9,,/;,,,) (ɡ incomplete : ɡBi-viB9 
p.   >ed. 5ahman@) (Liste, M) ; 
37) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi $\asof\a  (-+/- ; copyist : $mƮr al-DƮn 
0öni\ɫl >pro : 0anuwƮl ?] ; owners : $mƮr al-DƮn 0öni\ɫl ; Buḫatnaɓar ,bn əimʿɫn 
(Syr. : 1ebuNadnözar %en əemʿɫn) the 3h\sician from 4alʿat al-5ɫm >  5umNale 
nowada\s +romgla South East TurNe\@  0aƤmɫd ,bn ʿ $lƮ ,bn 1aɓr $llöh al-$mƮ>n@ ; 
Sultan 0aƤmɫd , >reg. -$D@ ; places of copy : 0aröƑa ,ran >+@ ; ҅arbart 
[= ҅arbɫt nowada\s Elaz×Ə@ East TurNe\ >+@) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ; 
38) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi &arullah  (+/- ; copyist : ʿ$lƮ ,bn 
0uƤammad) (+ i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
39) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi &arullah  ( i  ɡ incomplete : ɡBv-vii) (Liste, M, 
PhiBor) ;
40) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi &arullah  (+/- ; copyist : $bɫ %aNr ʿ Abd 
$llöh ,bn $Ƥmad ,bn ʿ$bd $llöh al-1assöḫ al-TabrƮzƮ) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
41) *Sleymaniye .tphanesi, Damat ,brahim Pasa 22 (before +/ ; 
owner : $bɫ l-)atƤ Sulɡön 0uƤammad ҅ön ƞözƮ >  0ehmet ,, reg. - ; 1451-
81]) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ($n, 5a) ;
̇
̇
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42) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat ,brahim 3aߞa  (+/- ; copyist : 
əahöb al-.armƮnƮ ; place of copy : TabrƮz 0adrasat ʁrḫön) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, 
PhiBor) ;
43) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat ,brahim 3aߞa 825 (A : +/- ; Liste : 
-+/- ; M : +/-) ($ with asterisN Liste, M) ;
44) Sle\mani\e .tphanesi E\p &kmii +z. +klid  (Liste, PhiBor) ;
45) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi +amidi\e  (Thursda\  5aƏab +/ 0a\ 
1656 ; copyist : ,bn 0uƤammad Ʃusa\n 0uƤammad ɜödiT al-TabrƮzƮ) (+ m, i) 
(Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
46) *Sleymaniye .tphanesi, +amidiye  (M) ;
47) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi +klet Efendi  (;-;,/;9,-;9,,) (Liste, M) ;
48) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi +eNimoƏlu $li 3aߞa 857 ( 5amaŐön +/ -une 
1691) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
49) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi 5ag×p 3aߞa 866 (Liste, M) ;
50) 7XrNey, ,stanbXl, Sleymaniye .tphanesi, 5aJ×p Pasa (e[ : 5aJ×p Pasa 
.tphanesi) 1 (+ m, i, r) (PhiBor) ;
51) *Sleymaniye .tphanesi, Sehid $li Pasa 14 ( 5aƏab +/ December 
1474) (+ m, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
52) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi <eni &kmi  ( 5abƮʿ ,, +/ -une ) (+ m, r, 
i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
53) *Sle\mani\e .tphanesi <eni &kmi  (+/-) ( m) (Liste, M) ;
54) *7opNap× Saray× 0]esi .tphanesi, $hmet ,,, 322 (IX/XV) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, 
M, PhiBor) ;
55) *7opNap× Saray× 0]esi .tphanesi, $hmet ,,, 323 (IX/XV) (+ r, i) (Liste, M, 
PhiBor) ;
.abul ($fghanistan) ( ms.) :
56) *$rɐƮf-i 0illƮ $fƑönistön, $fJhan 1ational $rchive, 225 (e[ : Private 
/ibrary of .inJ =aher Shah 42) (apparently copied in X-XI/XVI-XVII from 
an exemplar whose cop\ started the \ear before +) ( mBii.,9-ix r) (3hi%or) ;
.hɫ\ (.ho\) (,ran) ( mss.) :
57) *.itöbḫönah-i 0adrasa-i 1amözƮ  (5amaŐön +/1ovember-December 
1578) (+ m, r, i) (PhiBor) ;
58) *.itöbḫönah-i 0adrasa-i 1amözƮ  (9,,/;,,, ) ( i ɡ incomplete : ɡBiB, 
p. -viii) (3hi%or) ;
.olNata (&alcutta %engal ,ndia) ( mss.) :
59) $siatic Societ\ of %engal /ibrar\ $r.  (+/- ; the date of copy probably 
refers not to this ms., apparently copied in XI/XVII c., but to its exemplar) (+ m, 
r, i) (Ah, PhiBor) ;
60) 1ational /ibrar\ of ,ndia %uhar &ollection 0S.  (+/- ; scribe : $bɫ 




Lahore (Punjab, Pakistan) (1 ms.) :
61) Punjab University Library, Ar. H II 2 (1213H/1798-9 ; scribe : 0Ʈrzö 1a˂ar ʿ$lƮ) 
(Ah) ;
Leiden (2 mss.) :
62) *Universiteitsbibliotheek, Or. 4 (Golius Collection) (Catalogue CCO, n. 1444), 
(before X/XVI) (+ m, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) (An, Ra) ;
63) *Universiteitsbibliotheek, Or. 84 (Golius Collection) (Catalogue CCO, n. 1445) (8 
5abƮʿ II 881H/9 August 1476 ; copyist : )aŐl $llöh ,bn ʿAbd al-ʿ$zƮz Ʃöfi˂) ( m 
iii_II.5-end, r, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) (An, Ra) ;
London (4 mss.) :
64) *,ndia 2ffice (now : %ritish /ibrar\ 2riental and ,ndia 2ffice &ollections) $r. 
1796 (n. 476 in Loth catalogue, p. 132) (1150H/1737-8) (Liste, M) (An, Ba, Ra) ;
65) *%ritish 0useum (now : %ritish /ibrar\ 2riental and ,ndia 2ffice &ollections) 2r. 
2873 (British Museum Suppl. 711) (1072H/1661-2) (Liste, Ah, M, PhiBor) (An, Ba) ;
66) *%ritish 0useum (now : %ritish /ibrar\ 2riental and ,ndia 2ffice &ollections) 
Or. 7500 (XI/XVII) (Liste, M, PhiBor) (An) ;
67) *5o\al $siatic Societ\ $rabic  (5abƮʿ I 1082H/July-August 1671) (+ m, r, i) 
(PhiBor) ;
/ucNnow (8ttar 3radesh ,ndia) ( mss.) :
68) 1aziri\a /ibrar\  (Daiber  p.  no. ) (3hi%or) ;
69) 5aMah of 0ahmudabad /ibrar\ microfilm  (+/- ?) (PhiBor) ;
0arögha (,ran) ( ms.) :
70) 3rivate /ibrar\ of <. %. %öböpɫr  (3hi%or) ;
Mashhad (Iran) (11 mss.) :
71) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ catalogue, vol. IV,1, registration number : 
872 (Liste, M) ;
72) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ catalogue, vol. IV,1, registration number : 
873 (Liste, M) ; 
73) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ catalogue, vol. IV,1, registration number : 
874 (Liste, M) ; 
74) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ catalogue, vol. IV,1, registration number : 
875 (Liste, M) ;
75) *.itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  (+/-) ( i) (Liste) ;
76) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  (3hi%or) ;
77) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  (3hi%or) ;
78) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  (ɡ incomplete : ɡBi-viB,,,.) (3hi%or) ;
79) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  (3hi%or) ;
80) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  ( r) (3hi%or) ;
81) .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  (PhiBor) ;
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Mosul (Iraq) (2 mss.) :
82) 8niversit\ /ibrar\ . ( m r i) (3hi%or) ;
83) 0adrasat al-0ullö =aNar  (+/-) (m r i) (3hi%or) ;
Najaf (Iraq) (1 ms) :
84) *0aNtabat al-,möm $mƮr al-0XʾminƮn, 3 (+/-) ( i ɡ incomplete : 
ɡBvi.,,,. p.  -vii) (PhiBor) ;
New Delhi (1 ms.) :
85) +amdard /ibrar\  (3hi%or) ;
Oxford (3 mss.) :
86) %odleian /ibrar\ 3ococNe  (8ri·s catalogue , ) (+/-  fragmentar\ : 
v-r   pp. - %aNoɐ·s edition   9. -) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ($n, %a) ;
87) %odleian /ibrar\ 3ococNe  (8ri·s catalogue , ) (+/- ; 
fragmentar\ : ,9-9  v-r   pp. - %aNoɐ·s edition   half premise ,. -,,. ) 
(Liste, M, PhiBor) ($n, %a, 5a) ;
88) *%odleian /ibrary, PococNe 125 (8ri·s catalogue , ) (Ɯumödj , +/
0arch-$pril  or +/1ovember-December  ; copyist : 0uƤammad ,bn 
al-Ʃasan ,bn al-Ʃusa\n >...@) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ($n, %a, 5a) ;
3atnö (capital cit\ of %ihar state ,ndia) ( mss.) :
89) .hudö %aNhsh 2riental 3ublic /ibrar\ (%anNipur) (&atalogue vol. ;;,  (  
/ibrar\·s handlist )) (;/;9,) (+ r, i  ɡ incomplete : ɡBv-viii) ($h 3hi%or) ;
90) .hudö %aNhsh 2riental 3ublic /ibrar\ (%anNipur) (&atalogue vol. ;;,  (  
/ibrar\·s handlist )) (m) (PhiBor) ;
3eɐawar (3aNistan) ( ms.) :
91) 0aNtabat Dör al-ʿ8lɫm al-,slömi\\a  ( m r i) (Liste, Ah, PhiBor) ;
Princeton (1 ms.) :
92) 3rinceton 8niversit\ /ibrar\  (+/-) (ɡ incomplete : ɡBvi-viii) (Liste, 
M) ;
Qum (Iran) (3 mss.) :
93) 0adrasa )a\Ői\\a  (3hi%or) ;
94) 0arNaz-i ,Ƥ\öʾ-i 0Ʈröt-i ,slömƮ  (ɡ incomplete : ɡBi-viB,,,B) (3hi%or) ;
95) .itöbḫönah-i 0arʿaɐƮ  ( 5aƏab +/ $ugust  ; copyist : 
0uƤammad  Muʾmin ,bn ƩöƏƏƮ 0uƤammad .ötib ,ɓfahönƮ) (+ i) (PhiBor) ;
5ampur (,ndia) ( mss.) :
96) 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\ ω  (ƤiNma ) (&atalogue  vol. , p. ) 
(+/- ; copyist : 0aƤmɫd ,bn ʿ$lƮ ,bn 0uƤammad ,bn ʿ$lƮ :andNilƮ ; 
owners : ɜadr al-DƮn 0uƤammad DaɐtaNƮ əƮrözƮ d. +/ his son ƞi\öɠ al-DƮn 
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0anɓɫr DaɐtaNƮ əƮrözƮ d. +/ and this latter·s son ɜadr al-DƮn 0uƤammad 
al-ɤönƮ d. +/  a student of ƞi\öɠ al-DƮn 0anɓɫr )atƤ $llöh al-əƮrözƮ d. 
+/ presumabl\ brought the ms. to the court of the 0ughal ruler $Tbar 
(reg. -$D) in ,ndia where it was lodged in the 0ughal ro\al librar\ and 
later transferred to 5ampur) (+ m, i) (PhiBor) ;
97) *5ampur 5aza /ibrar\ ω  (Sunda\  ŗɫ l-ƩiƏƏa +/ -ul\  ; the date 
of copy probably refers not to this ms., apparently copied in XII/XVIII c., but to 
its exemplar) (+ m, r, i) (PhiBor) ;
98) *5ampur 5aza /ibrar\ ω (+/- ; copyist : )adawƮ .ahƮmNaran :ös) 
(+ m, i) (PhiBor) ;
99) 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\ ω (+/- ; copyist : by ʿ Izzat ʿ $lƮ *oraNhpɫrƮ) 
(PhiBor) ;
100) 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\ ω (+/-) (PhiBor) ;
101) 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\ ω (XIII/XIX) (PhiBor) ;
Tehran (27 mss.) :
102) *.itöbhönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-yi 0illƮ (now : .itöbhönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-
yi ,slömƮ   Parliament /ibrary), 135 (əaʿbön +/0arch-$pril  ; copyist : 
ʿ$lƮ ,bn )atƤ $llöh al-0aʿdönƮ al-,ɓfahönƮ) ( m i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
103) .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 0illƮ (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 
,slömƮ   3arliament /ibrar\)  (-+/- ; copyist : $Ƥmed ,bn ¶$lƮ) ( 
rBi-ii iv i) (3hi%or) ;
104) .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 0illƮ (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 
,slömƮ   3arliament /ibrar\)  (+/-) (+ i) (PhiBor) ;
105) *.itöbhönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-yi 0illƮ (now : .itöbhönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-
yi ,slömƮ   Parliament /ibrary), 1 (PhiBor) ;
106) *.itöbhönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-yi 0illƮ (now : .itöbhönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-
yi ,slömƮ   Parliament /ibrary), 14 (ɡ incomplete : ɡBi-vi) (3hi%or) ;
107) *.itöbhönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-yi 0illƮ (now : .itöbhönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-
yi ,slömƮ   Parliament /ibrary), 15 (ɡ incomplete : ɡBi-vii) (3hi%or) ;
108) .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 0illƮ (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 
,slömƮ   3arliament /ibrar\)  (3hi%or) ;
109) .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 0illƮ (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 
,slömƮ   3arliament /ibrar\)  (3hi%or) ;
110) .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 0illƮ (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 
,slömƮ   3arliament /ibrar\) ɥaböɡabö·Ʈ  (+/- ; copyist : ʿ$lƮ ,bn 
ƩabƮb $llöh ɥöliTönƮ) (+ i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
111) *.itöbhönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN, 141 (Liste, M) ;
112) .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  (Liste, M) ;
113) .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  (+/-) (Liste, M) ;
114) .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  (+/- ; copyist : 5afƮʿ al-DƮn 0uƤammad 
Ʃusa\n al-ɥabasƮ) ( rBi-iii-ivB,, i) (Liste, M) ;
115) .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ 0aliN  (Liste, M) ;
 ˰  ˰
 ˰  ˰
 ˰  ˰
 ˰  ˰
 ˰
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116) .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön (&entral /ibrar\ of Tehran 
8niversit\) 0iɐNöt  əƮröz +/- ; copyist : 0uƤammad ɜöliƤ al-
8rdistönƮ) ( m) (Liste, M) ;
117) .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön (&entral /ibrar\ of Tehran 
8niversit\) 0iɐNöt  ( m r i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
118) .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön (&entral /ibrar\ of Tehran 
University), 2284 (PhiBor) ;
119) *.itöbhönah-i 0illƮ ƜXmhɫri-yi ,slami-yi ,ran (1ational /ibrary), 132 (X/
XVI) (+ r, i ; ɡ incomplete : ɡ iii-viii) (3hi%or) ;
120) .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran (1ational /ibrar\)  (;/;9,) 
(+ i) (PhiBor) ;
121) .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran (1ational /ibrar\) - $S/ 
(PhiBor) ;
122) .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran (1ational /ibrar\)  (PhiBor) ;
123) .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasah-i ʿĮlƮ-i Sipahsölör (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasah-i 
ʿĮlƮ-i ShahƮd 0uɡahharƮ)  ( 0uƤarram +/ $pril  ; copyist : 
0uƤammad 0uƤsin ,bn 0uƤammad Ʃusa\n ҅ötɫnöbödƮ) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, 
PhiBor) ;
124) .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasah-i ʿĮlƮ-i Sipahsölör (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasah-i 
ʿĮlƮ-i ShahƮd 0uɡahharƮ)  ( 5abƮʿ , +/ 2ctober  ; copyist : Zayn 
al-ʿĮbidƮn ,bn ƩöƏƏƮ 0uƤammad 5özönƮ) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
125) .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön (&entral /ibrar\ of Tehran 
8niversit\)  (+/- ; copyist : Sulɡön 0uƤammad ,bn 5afƮʿ al-DƮn 
0uƤammad ,ɓfahönƮ) ( m rBi-iii-iv-ii  i) (3hi%or) ;
126) .itöbḫönah-i 0arNazƮ-\i Döniɐgöh-i Tihrön (&entral /ibrar\ of Tehran 
8niversit\)  (last decade of Ɯumöda , +/ 1ovember- December 
1665 ; copyist : 0uƤammad $mƮn ,bn Ʃa\dar 1aʾƮnƮ) ( i) (3hi%or) ; 
127) .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasah-i ʿĮlƮ-i Sipahsölör (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0adrasah-i 
ʿĮlƮ-i ShahƮd 0uɡahharƮ)  (+/- ; copyist : )aŐl $llöh ,bn Ʃusa\n 
1ö\ƮnƮ) (+ m, r, i) (Liste, M, PhiBor) ;
128) *.itöbhönah-i DöniɐNöda-i ,löhiyyöt-i DöniɐJöh-i 7ihrön (/ibrary of 
the )acXlty of 7heoloJy of the 8niversity of 7ehran), 24 (+/-) 
(PhiBor) ;
Tonk (India) (1 ms.) : 
129) $rabic and 3ersian 5esearch ,nstitute  (ɡ incomplete : ɡBi-viii.;,;.) ($h 
PhiBor) ;
Varanasi/Banaras/Benares (Uttar Pradesh, India) (1 ms.) :





Al-Ǧūzǧānī’s Insertion of 2n &ardiac 5emedies in Avicenna’s Book of the Soul : tKe Latin 
7ranslation as a &lue to Kis (ditorial Activit\ on tKe %ooN of the &ure ?
The aim of this article is to outline the textual and editorial vicissitudes of chapters 
- of $vicenna·s medical treatise 2n &ardiac 5emedies (0aTāla fī l-adZi\a al-Talbi\\a) that 
$bɫ ʿUbayd ʿ$bd al-:öƤid ibn 0uƤammad al-ƜɫzƏönƮ (Á. ;, c.) $vicenna·s disciple and 
secretar\ inserted between the end of the fourth treatise and the beginning of the fifth 
treatise of $vicenna·s %ooN of tKe 6oul (.itāb al-1afs). ,n particular this article firstl\ aims 
at detecting the reason wh\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ inserted a selection from $vicenna·s 2n &ardiac 
5emedies in this precise place of $vicenna·s 1afs, and the related question of why al-
ƜɫzƏönƮ inserted in this place onl\ an excerpt of this treatise and not all of it. The reason 
seems to be that of providing the brief outline of $vicenna·s theor\ of emotions in 1afs, 
,9  with its medical bacNground. Secondl\ it provides a close scrutin\ of the $rabic 
textual tradition of this insertion which is b\ no means reÁected in the current editions 
of the $rabic text of $vicenna·s %ooN of tKe 6oul. /astl\ this article offers an evaluation 
of the relevance of this insertion and conseTuentl\ of the importance of stud\ing it in 
relation to the textual tradition of both 2n &ardiac 5emedies and the %ooN of tKe 6oul.
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Avicenna’s Liber de animalibus (‘Abbreviatio Avicennae’).
 Preliminaries and State of Affairs*
Ibn Sīnā’S contrIbutIon to the tranSmISSIon of arIStotle’S zoology In the arab world
In the Greek transmission of Aristotle’s (384-322 BC) zoological works, in most 
of the surviving twent\-six manuscripts booNs one to nine of the Historia animalium 
have been passed down as a unit. 2nl\ one manuscript and eight copies of it also 
contain the tenth booN which was included in the $rabic translation in the ninth 
centur\1. $ll nineteen booNs of the Historia animalium (1-10), De partibus animalium 
(11-14) and De generatione animalium (15-19) were translated into $rabic  onl\ the 
two short intermediate treatises De motu animalium and De incessu animalium were 
unNnown in the $rabic tradition. $t the beginning of the thirteenth centur\ 
0ichael Scot (ca  - ca /) translated this $rabic translation into /atin 
during his residence in Toledo. $bout fifteen \ears later during his sta\ in ,tal\ he 
recast into /atin ,bn SƮnö·s abridged version and extensive adaptation of this text.
$bɫ ʿ$lƮ al-Ʃusa\n ibn ʿ$bd $llöh ibn al-Ʃasan ibn ʿ$lƮ ibn SƮnö ($fɐana 
near Buপörj ca / - +amadön ca /) ,bn SƮnö ($vicenna)2 for short, 
wrote his zoological work Al-Ʃa\aZān (On Animals) as the eighth, last and longest 
section of ɥabīʿi\\āt (7Ke 3K\sics the second part of his large enc\clopedia .itāb 
al-əifāʾ (Book of Healing) in which he discussed the philosophical and scientific 
achievements of the *reeNs in particular $ristotle. +e probabl\ produced it in 
/ on his Mourne\ to əabɫr-঩wöst in the compan\ of ʿ$löʾ al-Dawla3. In 
* , am ver\ grateful to $mos %ertolacci for his willingness to include this article in Documenti 
e Studi and to 5emNe .ruN to &harles %urnett and to the peer-reviewers for several corrections 
and useful remarks. 
1 d. m. balme ed., a. gotthelf publ. Aristotle, Historia animalium, Volume I : Books I-X : Text, 
&ambridge  (&ambridge &lassical Texts and &ommentaries ) Introduction pp. -. f. berger, 
Die Textgeschichte der +istoria animalium des Aristoteles Dr. /udwig 5eichert 9erlag :iesbaden 
2005 (Serta Graeca Bd. 21).
2 ,bn SƮnö was Nnown in the /atin :est under the name $vicenna derived from the 
transliteration $vincenna via +ebrew $ven Sina (see V. courtoIS S. J., Avicenna Commemoration 
Volume ,ran Societ\ &alcutta  Introduction p. Ix). The latter form is sometimes also found in 
/atin manuscripts e.g. 9at. &his. E. 9,,,. .
3 d. gutaS, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition %rill /eiden - %oston 2 p.  ; r. KruK, Ibn 
6īnā On Animals  %etZeen tKe First 7eacKer and tKe 3K\sician in J. JanSSenS, d. de Smet eds., Avicenna and his 
Heritage /euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  ($ncient and 0edieval 3hilosoph\ Series ) pp. -. 
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doing so he used the Nnowledge that he had acTuired via a ninth-centur\ $rabic 
translation of Aristotle’s zoological works, the .itāb al-Ʃa\aZān attributed 
to (pseudo-) ,bn al-%iɡrƮT. That is to sa\ this translation is ascribed to ,bn al-
%iɡrƮT in $rabic sources but modern scholars doubt whether this is correct4. 
2f the nineteen booNs transmitted in the $rabic tradition ,bn SƮnö followed 
with a fair degree of accurac\ the first ten booNs of the Historia animalium, the 
comparative and narrative part of $ristotle·s zoolog\. $s regards the contiguous 
parts the treatise De partibus animalium that treats of the functions of the 
parts in a ph\siological and teleological wa\ and the treatise on reproduction 
De generatione animalium he left his own stamp on the text in man\ respects 
using all Ninds of information to modernize $ristotle·s text and adapt it to the 
reTuirements of his own age. 0oreover the focus of attention shifted towards 
man as the subMect of inTuir\ rather than the animal world and this inTuir\ 
became more medical ³ and above all anatomical ³ than biological. The 
inÁuence of *alen and ,bn SƮnö·s own 4ānūn fī l-ɥibb is clearl\ present. Examples 
of this inÁuence are ,bn SƮnö·s attempts to combine $ristotle·s theor\ of the 
heart as the origin of ph\sical functions with the as of then accepted discoveries 
of the arteriovenous s\stem the nervous s\stem and the function of the liver 
and his efforts to combine $ristotle·s theor\ of the soul and the role of male 
semen with the new discover\ of the female ovaries and *alen·s doctrine of the 
eTual but not identical contribution of male and female seed in reproduction5. 
,n the method that ,bn SƮnö uses to discuss $ristotle·s zoolog\ he mainl\ proceeds 
in three wa\s : he summarizes parts of $ristotle·s text he tries to achieve new 
s\ntheses between $ristotle·s theories and more modern biological and medical 
insights and he substitutes considerable parts of $ristotle·s text with more 
recent material mainl\ drawn from *alen and the 4ānūn6. +e also adds material 
based on his own observations and third-part\ e\ewitness reports.
4 See e.g. the Introduction of the editions of %rugman and Drossaart /ulofs  pp. - and of 
.ruN  p. ff. (note ). 8ntil now the authorship of the translation has not been established 
with an\ certaint\.
5 u. weISSer, =euJunJ 9ererbunJ und prlnatale (ntZicNlunJ in der 0edizin des arabiscK-islamiscKen 
0ittelalters /ling Erlangen  pp. -. ead., Die Harmonisierung antiker Zeugungstheorien im 
islamiscKen .ulturNreis und iKr 1acKZirNen im europliscKen 0ittelalter, in a. zImmermann, I. craemer-
ruegenberg eds., 2rientaliscKe .ultur und europliscKes 0ittelalter, « 0iscellanea 0ediaevalia », 17, 
:alter de *ru\ter %erlin - 1ew <orN  pp. -. Esp. p. .
6 Al-əifāʾ al-ɥabīʿi\\āt 9III  al-Ʃa\aZān edd. ژa. muntaɜ,r, S. zāy,d, ҵa. I60āʿī/, I. madKour, Préface 
pp. - $l-0aɡbaʿa al-amƮri\\a &airo . b. f. muSallam, Avicenna ; %ioloJ\ and 0edicine, in 
« Enc\clopaedia ,ranica » (1987-), iranicaonline.org 2016.
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the latIn tranSlatIon by mIchael Scot
,n the thirteenth centur\ there was available a /atin translation of $ristotle·s 
Libri de animalibus which had been produced b\ 0ichael Scot in the famous 
translation centre in Toledo possibl\ around or even before . Scot came 
from Scotland and probabl\ as a child or \oung man had departed for Toledo 
in the last Tuarter of the twelfth centur\ receiving further training there. $s 
we mentioned Scot used for his translation the $rabic version of (pseudo-) 
,bn al-%iɡrƮT which has been (partl\) preserved in three manuscripts with 
the individual parts having been edited7. Scot·s /atin translation was widel\ 
disseminated ³ we still have  manuscripts from the thirteenth and fourteenth 
centuries not including compendia excerpts and fragments ³ and the text 
was certainl\ used up to the sixteenth centur\ despite the fact that :illiam 
of 0oerbeNe had made a new *reco-/atin translation in several stages from 
around 1260 onwards8. $n extant Spanish inventor\ of booNs from  shows 
that the autograph of Scot·s translation was still in the possession of &ardinal-
bishop *udiel9. ,n Toledo Scot produced man\ translations of philosophical texts 
and commentaries from $rabic into /atin possibl\ Tuite often assisted b\ other 
mostl\ -ewish scholars the maMorit\ of whom remain shrouded in m\ster\. 2f 
these texts onl\ his translation of al-%itrɫƏƮ 2n tKe 0ovements of tKe Heavens, 
dedicated to the important Stephen of 3rovins whose tasNs included assessing 
the teaching material at the new universities is dated : 18 August 1217 (made 
7 arIStotle, Histor\ of Animals $rabic. ɥibāʿal-Ƥa\aZān 7ardMama  <uƤannā Ibn al-%iɡrīT, ed.ʿa. 
badawī, Kuwait 1977. l. S. fIlIuS ed. in $ristoteles Semitico-/atinus (%rill forthcoming). arIStotle, 
Parts of Animals $rabic. AdMzāʾ al-Ƥa\aZān 7ardMama  <uƤannā Ibn al-%iɡrīT, ed.ʿa. badawī, Kuwait 
1978. R. KruK ed., 7Ke Arabic 9ersion of Aristotle’s 3arts of Animals %ooNs ;I-;I9 of tKe .itāb Al-Ʃa\aZān 
1orth-+olland 3ublishing &ompan\ $msterdam - 2xford  ($S/ ). arIStotle, Generation of 
Animals $rabic. Aristotle *eneration of Animals 7Ke Arabic 7ranslation &ommonl\ Ascribed to <aƤ\ā 
ibn al-%iɡrīT, edd. J. brugman, h. J. droSSaart lulofS %rill /eiden . The $rabic translation is 
preserved in three manuscripts : /eiden 2r.  (G) /ondon %ritish /ibrar\ 2r. $dd.  (L) and 
Tehran 0aMles /ibrar\  (T).
8 Scot·s translation is being edited in the series $ristoteles Semitico-/atinus (%rill). Aristotle, 
'e animalibus 0icKael 6cot’s Arabic-Latin 7ranslation 3art tKree : Books XV-XIX, Generation of Animals, 
ed. A. M. I. Van oppenraay %rill /eiden - 1ew <orN - .|ln  ($S/ .). ead., 3art tZo : Books XI-XIV, 
Parts of Animals, %rill /eiden - %oston - .|ln  ($S/ ..). ead., Part one  Histor\ of Animals, ($S/ 
. forthcoming). De *raeco-/atin translation b\ :illem van 0oerbeNe is being edited in the series 
$ristoteles /atinus (%rill). 'e Historia Animalium 7ranslatio *uillelmi de 0orbeNa 3ars prima : Lib. I-V, 
edd. p. beullenS, f. boSSIer %rill /eiden - %oston - .|ln  ($ristoteles /atinus ;9,, ...). De 
*eneratione Animalium 7ranslatio *uillelmi de 0oerbeNa, ed. h. J. droSSaart lulofS, Desclée de Brouwer, 
%ruges - 3aris  ($ristoteles /atinus ;9,, .9). De partibus animalium (;9,,.-.,9) will be edited 
b\ 3ietro 5ossi.
9 m. alonSo alonSo, %ibliotecas medievales de los Arzobispos de 7oledo, « 5azyn \ )p »   pp. 
295-309.
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« cum $buteo levite »). Scot is credited with Aristotle’s 3K\sica and De animalibus, 
$verroes· commentaries on the 3K\sica, 0etapK\sica, De anima, De caelo et mundo, 
De generatione et corruptione and 0eteora $vicenna·s De animalibus al-%itrɫƏƮ De 
motibus caelorum and man\ other larger and smaller worNs of which his authorship 
is often uncertain or which are certainl\ misattributed to him10. « Almost all 
information about his life and worN is uncertain ... $lthough imaginative scholars 
have established undocumented traditions no satisfactor\ anal\sis ³ linguistic 
st\listic or doctrinal ³ of writings ascribed to him has been carried out. ,t is thus 
impossible to determine the accurac\ of man\ attributions » (/orenzo 0inio-
Paluello in 'ictionar\ of 6cientific %ioJrapK\ 1974)11. For all the recent studies of 
Scot’s work and translation method12 not much progress has been made in this 
regard. Editing and stud\ing his worN is ver\ time-consuming and it is difficult to 
find editors and funding. The wise words of 0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\ still appl\ : 
« nous craingnons Tu· il ne faille attendre la publication de plusieurs pditions 
munies d· index bilingues pour nous orienter sans trop de risTues »13.
 
the latIn manuScrIpt tradItIon 
,n - in the retinue of $rchbishop 5odrigo of Toledo 0aster 0ichael Scot 
attended the fourth /ateran &ouncil in which the primac\ of the archbishopric 
of Toledo was confirmed )redericN ,, of +ohenstaufen was recognized as 
emperor man\ decisions on canon law were taNen and the bestowal of benefices 
was regulated. $round  and in the following \ears until his probable death 
10 )or instance Dag +asse Tuestions his authorship of the 0eteora commentar\. See note .
11 Dag +asse is an exception largel\ due to his editing of the 0etapK\sics commentar\. See d. 
n. haSSe, A. bertolaccI, 7Ke Arabic HebreZ and Latin 5eception of Avicenna’s 0etapK\sics De *ru\ter 
Berlin - Boston 2012.
12 I.a. F. J. carmody, 7Ke Latin 6t\le of 0icKael 6cot in De celo, in w. d. hand, g. o. arlt. J. J. auguStIn 
eds., Humaniora (ssa\s in Literature ² FolNlore ² %iblioJrapK\ HonorinJ ArcKer 7a\lor on Kis 6eventietK 
%irtKda\, /ocust 9alle\ 1ew <orN  pp. -. $. 0. ,. Van oppenraay 4uelTues particularitps 
de la mptKode de traduction de 0icKel 6cot, in J. hameSSe, m. fattorI eds., 5encontres de cultures dans 
la philosophie médiévale 8niversitp &atholiTue de /ouvain /ouvain-la-1euve - &assino  pp. 
121-129. D. N. haSSe, Latin Averroes 7ranslations of tKe First Half of tKe 7KirteentK &entur\, Georg Olms 
9erlag +ildesheim - =rich - 1ew <orN .
13 m.-t. d’alVerny, Les traductions d’ Avicenne 4uelTues rpsultats d’ une enTurte, in Actes du Ve Congrès 
International des Arabisants (Bruxelles 1970) 3ublications du &entre pour l·etude des 3roblqmes du 
0onde 0usulman &ontemporain %ruxelles  (&orrespondance d·2rient ) pp. - (). 
0lle d·$lvern\ has done lion·s worN in furthering our Nnowledge of the reception of $vicenna·s 
worN in the :est. $n antholog\ of her worN is offered in Avicenne en 2ccident 5ecueil d’articles 
de 0arie-7Kprqse d’Alvern\ /ibrairie -. 9rin 3aris  (etudes de 3hilosophie 0pdipvale /;;,). 
Furthermore there is An Annotated %iblioJrapK\ on Ibn 6īnā (- b\ -. /. JanSSenS 8niversit\ 
3ress /euven  ; Id., First 6upplement (- ),DE0 /ouvain-la-1euve  (Textes et 
etudes du 0o\en Çge ).
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in / Scot·s life unfolds mainl\ in central and southern ,tal\ and Sicil\. 
$mong other places he sta\s in %ologna where in  he writes a celebrated 
g\naecological report on a case of a calcified fibroid tumor in his practice. ,t 
has survived in the margin of three /atin manuscripts of his translation of De 
generatione animalium as an annotation at the appropriate place the discussion 
of the mola uteri14. +e had been ordained as a priest and uses the title 0agister 
enters the service of the papal &uria (-) and received benefices in 
England and Scotland on the recommendation of both 3ope +onorius ,,, and 
3ope *regor\ ,;. ,n this period he also freTuented the court of Emperor )redericN 
,, +ohenstaufen who was deepl\ interested in an\thing to do with science and 
Nnowledge of nature and most certainl\ also in the $ristotelian treatise on 
zoolog\. )or his da\ and age he possessed a large and famous zoo was of course 
a passionate and proficient hunter and had great above all practical Nnowledge 
of birds of pre\ b\ his own account even greater than that of $ristotle. Scot 
is noted as a scholar translator philosopher ph\sician astrologer and later 
also as necromancer and magus. ,n this period he writes his most famous own 
works, including the Liber introductorius dealing with man\ learned subMects and 
dedicated to Emperor )redericN the Liber particularis a supplementar\ worN 
for advanced readers concluding with a report of Scot·s answers to interesting 
Tuestions from the emperor about all Ninds of intellectual subMects and the Liber 
fisionomie on the human bod\ and its inÁuence on mind and character as well 
as various worNs on alchem\ and astrolog\. :e Nnow that meanwhile he was 
also involved in the organization of the curricula of the first universities and 
introduced there worNs b\ $ristotle and commentaries b\ ,bn 5uɐd ($verroes) 
on these texts in /atin translation in an\ case in ,tal\ but also in 3aris and 
2xford and probabl\ in other centres as well. ,t was probabl\ at the emperor·s 
reTuest that Scot translated ,bn SƮnö·s Liber de animalibus (.itāb al-Ʃa\aZān), 
also referred to as Abbreviatio Avicennae perhaps with the help of somebod\ liNe 
-acob $natolio who worNed together with Scot in 1aples around 15. ,n an\ 
case this translation was dedicated b\ Scot to Emperor )redericN. To this da\ 
thirt\-three /atin manuscripts from the late thirteenth and earl\ fourteenth 
centur\ mainl\ from ,tal\ and 1orthern Europe have been attested of which 
twent\-eight were described in *eorge /acombe·s Aristoteles Latinus catalogue 
and four other manuscripts as well in 0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\·s Avicenna 
14 De Generatione animalium  b-a. &f. Van oppenraay ed., GA, $S/  cit. pp. -
246) ; y. V. o’neIll, 0icKael 6cot and 0ar\ of %oloJna A 0edieval *\necoloJical 3uzzle, « Clio Medica », 
/ +oeber $msterdam  pp. - with An Addendum in « Clio Medica » / +oeber 
$msterdam  pp. -.
15 c. burnett, 0icKael 6cot and tKe 7ransmission of 6cientific &ulture, « Micrologus »   pp. 
- p. .
aafke m. i. van oppenraay406
Latinus Codices edited b\ Simone van 5iet and 3ierre -odogne in 16. )ive of 
these are fragmentar\ while the others contain the whole text. 0anuscript 
collections often incorporate $vicenna·s worN together with texts b\ $ristotle 
and $verroes. +ence the freTuent overlap between large manuscript catalogues 
liNe those of /acombe and d·$lvern\. ,n her  article Les Traductions d’Avicenne 
0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\ distinguishes five categories of manuscript collections 
with translations of $vicenna. () There is a group of manuscripts produced in 
Toledo at the end of the twelfth centur\  it is a colourful hotch-potch of worNs 
including $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ b\ well-Nnown and anon\mous translators 
and learned authors from this period. %\ the beginning of the thirteenth 
centur\ these collections had become consolidated and much used. Some 
new collections of translations are disseminated b\ travelling scholars. () 
Towards the mid-thirteenth centur\ man\ new combinations are formed for 
instance thirteenth-centur\ translations of $verroes are added to the existing 
twelfth-centur\ collections. 0ichael Scot made a considerable contribution 
in this phase of the manuscript transmission both in Toledo and in ,tal\. The 
collections formed in this period are externall\ plain but their contents are 
crucial to the histor\ of the spread of translations of $ristotle and $verroes and 
of chieÁ\ $rabic philosophers (the so-called corpus vetustius)17. The number of 
manuscripts of $vicenna·s texts increases explosivel\ in the second half of the 
thirteenth centur\ and the\ are found either mixed with earlier collections or 
purposel\ combined with $ristotle·s principal treatises. The surviving catalogue 
of &ardinal-bishop *arcia de *udiel from 18 offers a detailed picture of the 
wealth of manuscripts extant in the collection of prominent people in those 
da\s. () Special collections with $vicenna·s worN were formed in particular 
b\ the widel\ travelling 0endicants Dominicans and )ranciscans19. (4) In the 
late thirteenth and earl\ fourteenth centur\ we see the development of mixed 
collections of $vicenna·s worN with scientific writings and worNs b\ learned 
16 Aristoteles Latinus, codices descripsit G. Lacombe et al., Pars prior, /a /ibreria dello Stato 5oma 
1939, Pars posterior, &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  Supplementa altera ed. l. mInIo-
paluello, Desclée de Brouwer, Bruges - Paris 1961. S. Van rIet, p. Jodogne, Avicenna Latinus Codices, 
descripsit 0arie-7Kprqse d’Alvern\ 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - /eiden .
17 c. burnett, The Arabo-Latin Aristotle in A. M. I. Van oppenraay ed. with the collaboration of 5. 
fontaIne, The Letter before the Spirit  7Ke Importance of 7e[t (ditions for tKe 6tud\ of tKe 5eception of 
Aristotle %rill /eiden - %oston  ($S/ ) pp. -.
18 See note 9.
19 This environment produced for instance the three /atin manuscripts containing both Scot·s 
translation of $ristotle·s zoological worNs and that of $vicenna : Vat. Chisianus E. VIII. 251 olim 
Sacri &onventus S. )rancisci $ssisiensis cod. &/;,9  %rugensis %ibl. Seminarii 0aioris / olim 
monasterii S. Mariae de Dunis  )lorentinus /aurent. S. &rucis 3lut. ;,,, sin. cod.  olim conventus 
Sanctae Crucis n. 545.
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masters liNe $lbertus 0agnus or Thomas $Tuinas. () )rom the second half of the 
fourteenth centur\ $vicenna·s writings pla\ a maMor role particularl\ in medical 
collections in ,tal\ obviousl\ owing to *erard of &remona·s /atin translation of 
his 4ānūn, although his əifāʾ also remains of great importance.
%esides the studies of /acombe d·$lvern\ and others some valuable 
codicological worN on the /atin text in the 9atican manuscript &higi E. 
9,,,.  has been done b\ EriN .waNNel at /eiden 8niversit\ and previousl\ 
at the 8niversit\ of 9ictoria in &anada. ,n an article for Viator in 2009, for 
instance he anal\zed three unusual correction techniTues encountered in the 
$vicennian text : the use of a struck-out d to Áag a mistaNe  the replacement 
of a Tuire containing fault\ text with one containing an improved reading ; 
and the filling in of lacunae left behind during the cop\ing of the main text20. 
This oldest surviving /atin manuscript which holds both Scot·s translation 
of $ristotle·s zoological text and that of $vicenna (see note ) also attests 
to Scot·s connection with the emperor and his court : this is borne out b\ two 
identical personal dedications and a concluding eulogistic hexameter in the four 
principal languages of )redericN·s empire21. The codex once formed part of the 
librar\ of the Sacro &onvento in $ssisi (no. &/;,9 in the  inventor\) ; we 
Nnow that brother Elias was on friendl\ terms with 0ichael Scot and a supporter 
of Frederick II22. ,n  0aster +enricus of &ologne made a cop\ of this text 
Nindl\ made available b\ the emperor in the house of his court ph\sician 0aster 
9olmar in 0elfi. Emperor )redericN himself also showed his credentials in the 
field of zoolog\ : in later \ears he completed his treatise on birds and falconr\ 
De arte venandi cum avibus thus fulfilling a long-cherished wish. The inÁuence of 
Scot’s translation of Aristotle’s treatise on De arte venandi is demonstrable but 
the possible inÁuence of his translation of $vicenna·s Abbreviatio has not \et 
been studied in detail23. %oth within $ristotle·s oeuvre and within $vicenna·s 
əifāʾ the nineteen zoological booNs taNe up b\ far the most space indicating the 
importance that both philosopher-scholars attached to the subMect.
20 e. KwaKKel, %eKind tKe 6cenes of a 5evision  0icKael 6cot and tKe 2ldest 0anuscript of Kis Abbreviatio 
Avicenne,  « Viator » /  pp. -.
21 m.-t. d’alVerny, L’ Explicit du « De animalibus ª d’ Avicenne traduit par 0icKel 6cot, « %ibliothqTue 
de l·ecole des &hartes »   pp. -. KwaKKel, Behind the Scenes cit. e. KwaKKel, A. M. I. Van 
oppenraay, Introduction, in Aristotle 'e animalibus 3art one Histor\ of Animals ($S/ . forthcoming).
22 d’alVerny, L’ Explicit du « De animalibus » cit. p. .
23 B. Van den abeele, Inspirations orientales et destinées occidentales du ‘De arte venandi cum avibus’ de 
Frpdpric II, in Federico II e le nuove culture $tti del ;;;, &onvegno storico internazionale Todi  
)ondazione &,S$0 Spoleto  pp. -. a. pauluS, b. Van den abeele, Frpdpric II de HoKenstaufen 
« L’ art de chasser avec les oiseaux ». Le traité de fauconnerie ‘De arte venandi cum avibus’ traduit, introduit 
et annotp -. /aget 1ogent-le-5oi  (%ibliotheca &\negetica ) p.  n. .
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the later hIStory of the text
$part from 0ichael Scot no one has ever translated ,bn SƮnö·s Liber animalium 
into another contemporar\ or modern language24. %ut it ma\ be that one or 
more compendia of the text circulated. The clusters of Tuotations from ,bn SƮnö·s 
Ʃa\aZān occurring in other worNs liNe 0arwazƮ·s .itāb ɥabāʾiʿ al-Ʃa\aZān, could 
point in this direction25. $s Scot·s translation appears to render an abridged 
version of the text the Abbreviatio Avicennae ma\ be a /atin translation of an 
$rabic compendium of the text. This will have to be further investigated during 
worN on the edition of the translation. Scot·s translation st\le is essentiall\ as 
literal as possible though he does regularl\ shorten the often elaborate $rabic 
paraphrases of the *reeN text. +owever it is unliNel\ that he independentl\ 
omitted entire sections as Tuite often seems to be the case in his translation 
of $vicenna·s text. ,n general he aims to give the reader a clear /atin text and 
a good understanding of its contents. Sometimes, he therefore forgoes a literal 
translation and liberall\ renders the text on the basis of its content. $lthough 
scholars have conducted some research into 0ichael Scot·s translation method 
and his own worNs (among others )rancis &armod\ Dag +asse and $afNe van 
2ppenraa\)26 there is need for a s\stematic inTuir\ preferabl\ of course b\ 
means of critical editions of his translations and his own writings. Another 
desideratum is a translation of the $rabic text of his Ʃa\aZān into a modern 
language liNe English )rench *erman Spanish or ,talian the more so because 
it is rather lenght\. $s regards scientific commentaries on the text the sole 
example we Nnow of is $lbertus 0agnus· great commentar\ on $ristotle·s 
zoolog\ in which he incorporated Scot·s /atin translations of both $ristotle·s 
and $vicenna·s text since Scot had also translated $ristotle·s worN from $rabic 
into /atin. $lbertus· commentar\ was published in  b\ +ermann Stadler 
who tried to provide a meticulous and also optical demarcation of the passages 
from Scot·s translations of both worNs as well as of $lbertus· own text and his 
quotations drawn from elsewhere27. $lbertus· worN on animals was ultimatel\ 
24 +. daIber, %iblioJrapK\ of Islamic 3KilosopK\. ,bn SƮnö %rill /eiden - %oston  vol. , p. .
25 R. KruK, ‘On Animals’  ([cerpts of Aristotle and Ibn 6īnā in 0arZazī’s ‘ɥabāʾiʿ al-Ʃa\aZān’ in 
C. Steel et al. eds., Aristotle’s Animals in tKe 0iddle AJes and 5enaissance /euven 8niversit\ 3ress 
/euven  pp. -.
26 See note 12. For Scotus’ Liber introductorius (Liber Tuatuor distinctionum Liber particularis Liber 
pK\sionomie see i.a. burnett, 0icKael 6cot and tKe 7ransmission of 6cientific &ulture cit.
27 Albertus 0aJnus 'e animalibus libri ;;9I, ed. +. Stadler, in %eitrlJe zur *escKicKte der 3KilosopKie 
des 0ittelalters - $schendorffsche 9erlagsbuchhandlung 0nster -. .. ). KItchell, I. 
M. reSnIcK tr., Albertus 0aJnus 2n Animals  A 0edieval 6umma =ooloJica,  vols. The -ohns +opNins 
8niversit\ 3ress %altimore - /ondon . $. taKahaShI, 1ature Formative 3oZer and Intellect in tKe 
1atural 3KilosopK\ of Albert tKe *reat « Earl\ Science and 0edicine » /  pp. -.
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printed six times in 5ome () in 0antua () and four times in 9enice 
(-). 9ia this commentar\ of $lbertus the zoological texts of $ristotle 
and $vicenna were disseminated and became widel\ Nnown particularl\ among 
the Mendicants. The rich Nachleben of the texts in the 0iddle $ges and the 
5enaissance has been extensivel\ studied in the literature. $mple information 
on this can be found in for instance the detailed and richl\ documented article 
Le ‘De animalibus’ d’Aristote dans le monde latin : modalités de sa réception médiévale 
b\ %audouin van den $beele28. ,n the 5enaissance the translation b\ Theodorus 
*aza printed from  made a great impact29. 
,n what is called the ¶S\rian 5enaissance· of the twelfth and thirteenth 
centuries man\ scientific achievements of the ,slamic $rab-speaNing world 
are incorporated into the &hristian S\rian communit\. Especiall\ interesting 
here is the reception histor\ of ,bn SƮnö·s writings in the S\riac-speaNing 
world particularl\ that of the əifāʾ30. The most important representative here 
is %arhebraeus ($bɫ l-)araƏ *rigorios %ar ॲ Eĸrö\ö /-) who assumed 
the role of commentator translator and compiler of ,bn SƮnö·s worN within his 
own writings (in particular Discourse of Wisdom, Cream of Wisdom, Candelabrum). 
+e is also significant as a textual witness because certain $rabic readings of ,bn 
SƮnö can be corrected or indeed confirmed b\ means of the S\riac texts Must as 
in the case of a medieval /atin version. 0oreover he was an intermediar\ for 
the transmission of ,bn SƮnö·s bod\ of thought within the communit\ of S\rian 
&hristians (:est S\rians East S\rians 0aronites) and $rab-speaNing &opts. ,n 
man\ respects %arhebraeus· voluminous enc\clopedia Cream of Wisdom (%ut\rum 
sapientiae) is modelled on ,bn SƮnö·s əifāʾ. 5egrettabl\ no further research has 
\et been done into the part on zoolog\ although some parts of the %ut\rum 
have been published in the Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus series (see note 38). It will 
undoubtedl\ be interesting to be able to compare the $ristotelian treatises of 
,bn SƮnö and of %arhebraeus in due course.
,bn SƮnö·s $rabic text was published b\ a team of scholars under the direction 
of ,brahim 0adNour in  under the title Al-əifāʾ La 3K\siTue 9IIIe ² Les 
Animau[ (Fī ɥabāʾiʿ al-Ʃa\aZān31. The introduction contains an extensive table 
28 B. Van den abeele, Le ‘De animalibus’ d’Aristote dans le monde latin : modalités de sa réception 
médiévale, « )rhmittelalterliche Studien »   pp. -. $. 0. ,. Van oppenraay, 0icKael 
6cot’s 7ranslation of Aristotle’s ‘%ooNs on Animals’ and tKe 3leasure of .noZledJe, « Quaestio », 15 (The 
3leasure of .noZledJeIl piacere della conoscenza, P. porro, l. SturleSe eds.)  pp. -.
29 P. beullenS, A. gotthelf, 7Keodore *aza’s 7ranslation of Aristotle’s ‘'e Animalibus’ : Content, 
InÁuence and 'ate, « *reeN 5oman and %\zantine Studies »   pp. -.
30 +. taKahaShI, 7Ke 5eception of Ibn 6īnā in 6\riac 7Ke &ase of *reJor\ %arKebraeus in D. C. reISman 
ed. with the assistance of $. +. al-rahIm, %efore and after Avicenna 3roceedinJs of tKe First &onference 
of tKe Avicenna 6tud\ *roup, « IPTS »   pp. -.
31 See note 6.
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of contents of the worN and a comprehensive discussion of the treatise with 
chapters on $ristotle as biologist and on the $rabic translation and its inÁuence 
on $rabic literature32 on ,bn SƮnö and his views and interests with regard to 
biolog\ and the worN of his illustrious predecessor and on the composition 
of his treatise in four parts : comparative zoolog\ anatom\ ph\siolog\ and 
reproduction and embr\olog\. Dr. 0adNour stresses the originalit\ of ,bn SƮnö·s 
worN and of the wa\ he utilizes his mainl\ medical sources including his 
own 4ānūn. The editors have made no attempt to correct the man\ corrupted 
animal names in the $rabic text on the basis of the *reeN text of $ristotle·s 
zoological works, asʿ$bdurraƤmön %adawƮ has done for the edition of the 
$rabic translation of the $ristotelian text33. 3articularl\ in relation to lexis and 
translation techniTue there is still much research to be conducted both on ,bn 
SƮnö·s text and on 0ichael Scot·s translation of it.
0ichael Scot·s /atin translation of ,bn SƮnö·s biolog\ was printed twice under 
different titles, Avicenne Liber De animalibus and Avicenne Liber De natura animalium, 
both times in 9enice : () $vicenna De Animalibus per magistrum 0ichaelem 
Scotum de arabico in latinum translatus 9enetiis per -oh. et *regorium de 
*regoriis (ca ) *: ,,, () no. . $nd () $vicenne perh\patetici 
philosophi « per canonicos emendate « De Animalibus (De natura animalium), 
ff. - 9enetiis « per %onetum /ocatellum %ergomensem presb\terum « 
. The different titles are mainl\ used above the columns of text sometimes 
interchangeabl\. The results of the first findings of m\ stud\ of the /atin text 
were published in 0icKael 6cot’s Latin 7ranslation of Avicenna’s Treatise on Animals : 
6ome 3reliminar\ 5emarNs on tKe Future (dition34. ,n the article , describe a special 
branch of manuscripts from 9enice. These manuscripts contain four passages 
comprising approximatel\ two printed columns which appear to have fallen 
victim to an accidental re-ordering probabl\ because the correct order of the 
gatherings was compromised during cop\ing of the text at the scriptorium. This 
discrepanc\ becomes apparent if one compares the 9enice manuscripts to the 
original $rabic text and the text in the other /atin manuscripts. 8nfortunatel\ 
manuscripts from this fault\ branch were used for both earl\ editions of 
$vicenna·s text. The restored order of the passages in Tuestion can be found at 
the end of the article just mentioned. The title Abbreviatio Avicenne under which 
the treatise has also become Nnown is derived from the wa\ in which the worN 
is sometimes referred to in the manuscripts which provides an explanation 
32 2n this see also the introductions in the editions of %rugman and Drossaart /ulofs () 
and Kruk (1979) (see note 7).
33 badawī, Aristotle Histor\ of Animals $rabic cit.
34 R. beyerS, J. bramS et al. eds., 7radition et 7raduction Les 7e[tes 3KilosopKiTues et 6cientifiTues *recs 
au 0o\en AJe Latin HommaJe j Fernand %ossier /euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  pp.-.
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for the variations at the beginning of the text in the manuscript from %ruges 
161 : Incipit abreviatio avicenne libri animalium and in Pommersfelden 159 : Incipit 
abreviatio avicenne super librum animalium aristotilis35. 
The committee of the Aristoteles Latinus decided from the outset that an 
edition of 0ichael Scot·s /atin translation of ,bn SƮnö·s Liber de animalibus should 
be included in the &orpus 3KilosopKorum 0edii Aevi36. The treatise forms part of 
the edition of the .itāb al-əifāʾ and belongs in the Avicenna Latinus series founded 
b\ Simone van 5iet37. +owever because of the expertise present in the sister 
proMect Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus concerning the zoological treatises and the 
translator 0ichael Scot the edition of this part was entrusted b\ 9an 5iet to the 
$S/ and incorporated as a central volume in this series38.
35 %rugge %ibliotheeN van het *root Seminarie /  3ommersfelden SchlossbibliotheN .
36 Aristoteles Latinus, Pars prior, Praefatio : Libri de animalibus cit. p.  n. . 
37 daIber, %iblioJrapK\ of Islamic 3KilosopK\ cit.
38 See brillcomasl for a list of volumes.
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APPENDIX
$vicenna·s Liber de animalibus. The beginning of 0ichael Scot·s $rabic-/atin 
translation transcribed from the oldest ms. 9aticanus &higi E. 9,,,.  ). r. The 
reader ma\ compare the text of the translation with the beginning of the $rabic text 
from the edition of ,bröhƮm 0adNour et.al. of . The abbreviating st\le of Scot and 
his focus on the content is alread\ clearl\ visible in this first part of the translation39.
39 $rabic text cf. 0adNour () pp. . - . ² . see note   /atin transcript b\ $afNe van 
2ppenraa\ from 0s. 9at. &his. E. 9,,,.  ). r.
)en octava de summa naturarum et est in natura animalium.
)rederice 5omanorum ,mperator domine mundi. suscipe devote hunc laborem 
0ichaelis Scoti. ut sit gratia capiti tuo. et torTues collo tuo.
,ncipit abreviatio $vincenne super librum animalium $ristotilis.
Et animalia Tuedam communicant in membris sicut eTus et homo in nervo et in 
carne et Tuedam discrepant in membris consimilibus vel in habitudine menbrorum. 
Et Tue discrepant in membro discrepant in membro vel Tuia membrum est simplex 
vel compositum. Exemplum secundi est Tuia eTuus habet caudam et homo non 
exemplum primi est Tuod testudo habet concas et irricius spinas et homo non et 
pisces sTuamas. 
,n habitudine autem aut Tuantitate aut Tualitate aut situ aut actione aut 
passione. 4uantitate ut os oculi nicticoracis magnum et os oculi aTuile parvum aut 
numero ut in araneis Tuarum pedes in aliTuibus sunt octo in aliTuibus sunt decem 
et Tuarundam sex. 4ualitate colore et figura aut mollicie aut duricie. Diversitas in 
situ ut in mamillis elefantis et eTue et diversitas in actione ut in auribus elefantis 
cum Tuibus pugnat et suis naribus Tuibus accipit diversitas in passione ut in oculis 
vespertilionis Tui sunt debiles et esse oculi irundinis econtrario. 
3artes vero animalis aut sunt humide ut sanguis pinguedo medulla aut sperma 
et humores aut dure ut nervi vene ossa capilli et cartillagines et cornua. 
Et Tuia sic diversantur animalia Tuod etiam Tuedam illorum sunt aTuea et 
quedam agrestia. Et aquea sunt multis modis quia quedam in nutrimento et 
habitatione sunt aTuea et Tuedam inspirant aTuam et recipiunt in ventre et evomunt 
eam et non vivunt extra eam et Tuedam sunt Tuorum habitatio et nutrimentum 
sunt aTuea verumtamen cum hoc inspirant aerem tantum et ita faciunt nutrita in 
aTua sive ea Tue egrediuntur ab aTua sicut tortuca. Et Tuedam sunt tantum in aTua 
habitantia sicut Tuedam conche et halzun Tue non apparent aeri et non intrat aTua 
in ventres eorum nisi secundum viam adTuirendi nutrimentum non secundum 
viam inspirationis sed Tuod via inspirationis est ut inspiret deinde evomet ipsam 
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vivunt in aTua et non solum ex aTua licet illud animal Tuod vivit solum ex aTua non 
habet locum nisi aTuam. 
Et Tuedam animalia sunt in pelago et Tuedam in stagno Tuedam in mari stagno 
ut rane. Et Tuedam agrestia inspirant per os et nares et Tuedam non inspirant ita 
sed per poros tantum ut apes et musce et vespe et animalia anulosa. Et Tuedam 
animalia sunt aTuea et postea fiunt agrestia sicut grece medemeiezdez et vivit 
in Áuminibus deinde alteratur ea forma et fit astaraz et egreditur ad agrum. Et 
animalia aTuea Tuedam Tue sunt undosa et Tuedam in ripa et Tuedam cenosa et 
Tuedam manent in petris. Et animalia Tue semper sunt in uno loco sunt sicut species 
concarum et Tuedam sunt libera corpore ut multi pisces et Tuedam adherent 
conchis in principio et post liberantur ut Tuerant melius nutrimentum Tuando 











الفن الثامن من جملة الطبيعّيات
وهو في طبائع الحيوان
إن الحيوان قد يشترك في أعEاء، وقد يتباين بأعEاء. أما الشركة، فمثل اشتراك 
الإنسان والفرÕ في أن لهما لحما وعصبا وعGما، وإن كان المشترك فيه واحدا 
بالجنس لا بالنوع. وأما التباين فعلى وجهن: لأنه إما أن يكون التباين في نفس 
العEو، وإما أن يكون في حال العEو. والتباين في نفس العEو، إما أن يكون من 
حي[ هو مركب آلى، وإما أن يكون من حي[ هو بسيl أيEا. مثال  الأول افتراä 
الإنسان والفرÕ فى أن للفرÕ ذنبا وليس للإنسان، وإن  كان أجgاء الذنب البسيطة 
التي للفرÕ وهي العGم والعصب والجلد واللحم والشعر موجودة له  بالجنس.
ومثال الثاني افتراä الإنسان والسلحفاة في أن للسلحفاة صدفا يحيl بها وليس 
للإنسان. وكذلك للسمك فلوÕ، وللقنفذ شوك، وليسا لأشياء كثيرة.
وأما التباين في حال العEو، فإما أن يكون من باب الكم، وإما أن يكون من باب 
الكيف، وإما أن يكون من باب الوضع، وإما أن يكون من باب الفعل، وإما أن 
يكون من باب الانفعال .أما الذي من باب الكم، فإما أن يتعلق بالعGم، مثل كون 
عن البوم كبيرة، وعن العقاب  صIيرة، أويتعلق بالعدد، مثل ما أن أرجل ضرب 
من العناكب ستة، وأرجل ضرب آخر ثمانية أو عشرة .والذي  من باب الكيف 
فكاختافهما في اللون، أو في الشكل والصابة واللن.
وأما الاختاف في الوضع فمثل  اختاف وضع ثدى الفيل والفرÕ ، فإن ثدى 
الفيل عند قرب الصدر، وثدى الفرÕ عند السرة. وأما الاختاف في الفعل، 
فمثل كون أذن الفيل صالحة للذب، مع كونه آلة للسمع، وليس كذلك للإنسان ؛ 
وكون أنفه آلة للقبk دون أنف غيره. وأما الاختاف في الانفعال، فمثل كون 
عن الخّشاف  سريعة التحير في الEوء، وكون  عن الخطاف بالEد.
وأجgاء بدن الحيوان إما رطبة، وإما يابسة. ومن الرطبة الدم والشحم والثرب  والمc 
والمنى وباقى الأخاط والفEول. ومن اليابسة العصب والجلد والعرä والشعر 
والعGم والIEروف والGلف والقرن، وما يجرى مجراه، فEرب من الاختاف 
الحيوانى فى الأعEاء.
وقد يختلف الحيوان من جهة المأوى؛ فبعEها مائية، وبعEها يبسية برية. والمائية 
على أضرب: منها ما مكانه وغذاÆه وتنفسه  مائى، فله  بدل التنفس  النسيمى 
تنشق مائى، فهو يقبل الماء إلى باطنه  ثم يرده، ولا يعيi  إذا فارقه.
ومنه ما مكانه وغذاÆه مائى، لكنه مع ذلك يتنفس من الهواء فقl، وسواء كان 
معدنه في الماء فا يبرز، أو كان له أن يبرز ويفارä الماء مثل السلحفاة المائية. ومنه 
ما مكانه وغذاÆه مائى، وليس يتنفس ولا يستنشق، مثل أصناف من الصدف 
والحازين التي لا تGهر للهواء ولا تستدخل الماء إلى باطنها إلا على سبيل استنفاذ 





الIذاء لا على سبيل التنفس. وسبيل التنفس أن يستنشقه ثم يرده ليروح الحار 
الباطن، وليدفع الفEول الحارة، التي إذا احتبست  فى الحار الIريgى فسد لها الحار 
الIريgى. فإنما يكون الحيوان مائيا، لأن مكانه الطبيعى ماء، وليس يكون مائيا لأنه 
لا يIتذى  إلا من الماء فقl، ولا يتنفس إلا من الماء فقl.
كما أن الحيوان البرى ليس يكون بريا إلا لأن مكانه الطبيعى بر، وليس لأنه لا 
يIتذى من الماء وما فيه. ومعلوم أن الحيوان الذي لا يستنشق إلا من الماء فليس 
مكانه الطبيعى إلا الماء، ولا غذاÆه إلا في الماء؛ وأن الحيوان الذي لا يIتذى  إلا 
في الماء، فإن مكانه الطبيعى الماء؛ ولا ينعكس. والحيوانات المائية أيEا تختلف، 
فبعEها مأواها الذي تنسب  إليه مياه الأنهار الجارية؛ وبعEها مأواها مياه البطائح، 
مثل الEفادع؛ وبعEها مأواها ماء البحر. والحيوان البرى  منه ما يتنفس من طريق 
واحد كالفم والخيشوم، ومنه ما لا يتنفس كذلك، بل على نحو آخر من مسامه 
مثل المخرزات، كالgنبور والنحل. ومن الحيوانات ما تكون مائية ثم تستحيل 
برية، مثل حيوان يسمى باليونانية ما دام مائيا أسيداÕ  وهو يعيi في الأنهار، ثم 
أنه تستحيل صورته ويصير أسطوÕ ويبرز إلى البر. والحيوانات المائية منها لجية، 
ومنها شطية، ومنها طينية، ومنها صخرية. والحيوانات المائية منها ذات ماصق 
تلgمها كأصناف من الأصداف، ومنها متبرية الأجساد مثل السمك والEفادع. 
والاصقة منها ما لا يgال يلتصق  ولا يبرح ملصقا مثل أصناف من الصدف، 
والإسفن\؛ ومنه ما يلصق ثم يتبرأ، ويبن الملصق لطلب الIذاء، إذ لا يكون غذاÆه 
الكافى ما يؤديه إليه الماء، أو يتصل به .
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research agenda of 0ichael Scot·s $rabo-/atin translation of ,bn SƮnö·s ($vicenna·s) 
.itāb al-Ʃa\aZān, or Liber de animalibus (Book on Animals) as part of the /atin translation 
of the enc\clopedia .itāb al-əifā’. , describe what has been ascertained so far on this 
topic in an explicit and documented wa\ opening up paths for future research. , deal 
with ,bn SƮnö·s contribution to the transmission of $ristotle·s zoolog\ in the $rab world 
with 0ichael Scot the author of the /atin translation and his $rabic model and with 
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with the original *reeN text b\ $ristotle ³ with his st\le and with the /atin manuscript 
tradition and its dissemination. I outline the Nachleben of the treatise in commentaries, 
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RÜDIGER ARNZEN
Double Translations in the Latin Version 
of the Metaphysics of Avicenna’s Kitāb al-Šifāʾ* 
1. What are double translations or ‘leçons doubles’ ?
The phenomenon of double translations has been known for quite some 
time1. ,t was first described b\ Simone 9an 5iet in various publications of the 
1960s2 and again in var\ing intensit\ and with slightl\ changing approaches in 
her subsequent Avicenna Latinus editions. Later on, Charles Burnett described 
the phenomenon in a number of astronomical and mathematical translations3. 
5oland +issette discovered and discussed double readings in /atin translations 
of the worNs b\ ,bn 5uɐd and other $rabo-/atin translations attributed to 
William of Luna4. $nd -ules -anssens provided an indepth stud\ on the double 
* , am most grateful to 3rof. $mos %ertolacci and two anon\mous referees for their corrections 
and helpful remarks. 
1 The following observations focus on double translations in $rabo-/atin translations. ,t 
is worth mentioning that the same phenomenon occurs also in scientific translations from 
Greek into Latin, which cannot be taken into consideration here. For examples cf. J. Judycka ed., 
Aristoteles, De generatione et corruptione. Translatio vetus %rill /eiden  ($ristoteles /atinus vol. 
IX,1.), pp. xx-xxvi ; F. bossier, J. brams, Aristoteles, Physica. Translatio vetus. Praefatio, Brill, Leiden 1990 
($ristoteles /atinus vol. 9,,) pp. xli-xlii, xlvi-lxxix ; G. vuillemin-diem ed., Aristoteles, Metaphysica 
lib. I-XIV. Praefatio %rill /eiden  ($ristoteles /atinus vol. ;;9.) pp. -.
2 E. g. S. van riet, La traduction latine du « De Anima » d’Avicenne. Préliminaires à une édition critique, 
« 5evue philosophiTue de /ouvain », 61, 1963, pp. 583-626.
3 E. g. C. S. F. burnett, Literal Translation and Intelligent Adaptation amongst the Arabic-Latin 
Translators of the First Half of the Twelfth Century, in La diffusione delle scienze islamiche nel Medio Evo 
Europeo. &onvegno internazionale promosso dall·$ccademia nazionale dei /incei )ondazione 
/eone &aetani e dall·8niversitj di 5oma « La Sapienza » (Roma, 2-4 Ottobre 1984), Accademia dei 
Lincei, Roma 1987, pp. 9-28 ; id., Translating from Arabic into Latin in the Middle Ages : Theory, Practice, 
and Criticism, in s. G. loFts, P. W. rosemann eds., Éditer, traduire, interpréter : essais de méthodologie 
philosophique 3eeters /ouvain-la-1euve  pp. -.
4 E. g., R. hissette ed., Averrois Commentum medium super libro Peri Hermeneias Aristotelis. Translatio 
Wilhelmo de Luna attributa, Peeters, /euven  ($verrois 2pera. Series % : $verroes /atinus  vol. 
XII.), pp. 90*-106*, 120*-138*, 143*-146* ; id. ed., Averrois Commentum medium super libro Porphyrii. 
Translatio Wilhelmo de Luna attributa, Peeters, /euven  ($verrois 2pera. Series % : $verroes 
Latinus  vol. ;.) pp.  -  n.  - ; id., Des traductions doubles et Guillaume de 
Luna ou de Lunis, in J. hamesse ed., Les traducteurs au travail. Leurs manuscrits et leurs méthodes. Actes 
du &oll. int. organisp par le ´ Ettore 0aMorana &entre for Scientific &ultureµ (Erice  septembre ²  
octobre 1999), Brepols, Turnhout 2001, pp. 257-273.
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translations occurring in the /atin version of ,bn SƮnö·s Physics of the . al-əifāʾ 5. 
1evertheless the conception of double translations ³ or ¶leoons doubles· in 9an 
5iet·s terminolog\ ³ is in a number of respects rather ambiguous. :hile there 
can be no doubt that the different phenomena subsumed under this term bring 
serious trouble upon the editor of the relevant /atin text the exact delimitation 
of the concept and especiall\ its distinction against the phenomenon of variant 
readings caused b\ palaeographic problems in the manuscript transmission are 
rather vague. 
,n what follows , appl\ the term to the phenomenon in which the manuscripts 
of an $rabo-/atin translation displa\ two s\non\mous or semanticall\ closel\ 
related Latin words or phrases rendering one and the same Arabic word or 
phrase at one and same place of the text in question (not to be confused with two 
s\non\ms occurring at disparate places i. e. terminological inconsistencies b\ 
the translator). In some cases, the two Latin words or phrases occur together in 
one and the same manuscript, in others either of them is attested in one branch 
of manuscripts to the exclusion of the other. The phenomenon covers ever\-da\ 
language as well as technical terminolog\ and concerns all parts of speech no 
matter whether verbs (e. g. inÁections of ponere or ordinare for ZaŐaʿa), nouns 
(e. g. quantitas or mensura for qadr) adMectives and adverbs (e. g. aliquando and 
fortassis for rubba-mā), pronouns (e. g. hoc or id for Kāŏā), particles (e. g. vero 
or enim for fa-innaKū at the beginning of a sentence), prepositions (e. g. sine or 
absque for bi-lā), or conjunctions (e. g. quod or ut for anna).
)or the saNe of clarit\ it is noteworth\ that the above definition of double 
translations differs in at least three respects from what 9an 5iet meant b\ 
¶leoons doubles· as becomes clear from the examples she provided in her 
Avicenna Latinus editions. $ccording to 9an 5iet ¶leoons doubles· include also 
two semanticall\ clearl\ distinct /atin words or phrases related ³ through their 
contextual position — to one Arabic word or phrase. E. g., Annexe II (Deux recensions 
du « Tractatus primus ») of her edition of Bk. , of ,bn SƮnö·s Physics of the . al-əifāʾ 
provides the readings infinitum and definitum as examples of ¶leoons doubles· for 
Arabic maƤdūd, or suos profectus and suas perfectiones for Ar. NamālātiKā 6 . ,n m\ 
view it is much easier and more plausible to explain different /atin readings of 
this t\pe as the result of a fault\ transmission of the /atin manuscripts than as 
competing translations of one and the same Arabic word.
5 J. Janssens, L’Avicenne latin : particularités d’une traduction, in J. Janssens, d. de smet eds., Avicenna 
and His Heritage. $cts of the ,nt. &oll. /euven - /ouvain-la-1euve Septembre -  /euven 
8niversit\ 3ress /euven  pp. -.
6 avicenna latinus, Liber primus naturalium. Tractatus primus de causis et principiis naturalium. 
Édition critique [. . .] par s. van riet 3eeters /ouvain-la-1euve  p.  ad p. . p.  ad 
p. 56.38.
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Secondl\ 9an 5iet counts among ¶leoons doubles· /atin words or phrases 
that can be traced back to two different readings of the Arabic text. In the 
introduction to $vicenna·s Liber de anima7, Van Riet mentions the competing 
readings sursum and virtutes which in all likelihood trace back to an Arabic 
manuscript in which the word al-fawqu (= sursum) was written without 
diacritical points, thus looking similar to al-TuZā (= virtutes). Similarl\ 9an 5iet 
includes in her list of ¶leoons doubles· in %N. , of ,bn SƮnö·s Physics the competing 
readings translativum and aequivocum8. The Cairo edition of the Arabic text 
(p. 48.6) reads at this place muštarak, to which neither of the two Latin terms 
corresponds, since muštarak is usuall\ translated through communis in the 
Physics. Aequivocum rather points to the Arabic term mušakkak. Translativum on 
the other hand corresponds neither with muštarak nor with mušakkak. In the 
Liber de anima of the . al-əifāʾ we find translatum est for Arabic intaqala (255.15-
16 = 125.6). I therefore assume that the translation translativum is based on 
the Arabic reading muntaqil. ,n an\ case translativum and aequivocum reÁect 
different readings or interpretations of what the translator found in the Arabic 
manuscript, if not in two different Arabic manuscripts.
Thirdl\ 9an 5iet linNs her conception of ¶leoons doubles· to the editorial 
process of distinct recensions of the translation and — as a consequence — 
conceives also omissions and additions as testimonies of double recensions/
translations9. This conception is methodicall\ Tuestionable because it is often 
simpl\ impossible to decide whether an omission or addition has been applied 
deliberatel\ in an intentional process of translation or revision or whether it is 
rather the result of a mishap in the transmission of the text or a nonreÁective 
intervention b\ a scribe. 
Hence, double translations in the strict sense of the term should be kept 
apart from these three t\pes of discrepanc\ between $rabic text and var\ing 
/atin translations. ,t goes without sa\ing that the second t\pe that is competing 
Latin words tracing back to different Arabic readings, is of special interest not 
onl\ for the histor\ of $rabo-/atin translations but also and especiall\ for the 
consideration of the /atin testimonies as a relevant source for the establishment 
of a critical edition of the Arabic text (cf. below).
7 avicenna latinus, Liber de anima seu sextus de naturalibus I-II-III. Édition critique [. . .] par s. van 
riet 3eeters /ouvain-la-1euve  p.  f.
8 avicenna latinus, Liber primus naturalium cit., p. 88* ad p. 41.14.
9 Cf. Annexe II (Deux recensions du « Tractatus primus ») of her edition of Bk. , of ,bn SƮnö·s Physics, 
which includes roughl\  examples.
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2. exPlanatory aPProaches and manuscriPt evidence
$s regards the Tuestion what might have caused the phenomenon of double 
translations we are faced principall\ with two models of explanation in the 
scholarl\ literature : Hypothesis 1 ma\ be called ¶2ne-5ecension-+\pothesis· and 
is advocated b\ -ules -anssens and 5oland +issette10. It assumes that most or 
all double translations trace bacN directl\ to the translator and were present 
altogether in one form or another in the translator·s original exemplar. $s 
possible reasons for this procedure the following considerations are adduced : 
the translator hesitated (especiall\ during the first stage of his worN) as to 
which of the two alternative words or phrases represents the $rabic text more 
appropriatel\ or the translator was not sure about the exact meaning of the 
$rabic word or the translator himself revised here and there his first provisional 
draft. :hat is common to all these assumptions is the fact that the\ impose the 
conclusion that the translator conceived his double translations as preliminar\ 
alternative options which ideall\ should be replaced through a single uniform 
translation in the end. $lternativel\ one ma\ consider the possibilit\ that 
at least some of the double translations were introduced not as either-or, 
but rather as deliberate combination of two related expressions aiming at a 
careful representation of different semantic nuances of one Arabic word or 
phrase. This phenomenon ³ the so-called figure of hendiad\s ³ is a ver\ well 
known and wide-spread technique of the 9th and 10th centuries Graeco-Arabic 
translations11. $s a matter of fact the evidence of this techniTue in th centur\ 
$rabo-/atin translations has been indicated long ago b\ &harles %urnett12 \et to 
m\ Nnowledge it has not been taNen into consideration in the context of double 
translations or ¶leoons doubles·.
Hypothesis 2 was advocated b\ Simone 9an 5iet and ma\ be called 
¶0ultiple-5ecensions-+\pothesis·. 8nliNe Hypothesis 1 it assumes two or more 
chronologicall\ remote recensions i. e. an earl\ recension or texte ancien, 
possibl\ identical with the translator·s version which then has been revised 
once or in several successive stages b\ other hands and finall\ resulted in what 
10 Cf. Janssens, L’Avicenne latin cit., and R. hissette, L’$vicenna /atinus et le livre I de la 3h\siTue 
(Sufficientia). À propos d’une édition en cours, « 5evue 3hilosophiTue de /ouvain », 109, 2011, pp. 
341-354.
11 For examples cf. M. ullmann, Die Nikomachische Ethik des Aristoteles in arabischer Übersetzung. 
Teil 2 : Überlieferung, Textkritik, Grammatik, Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden 2012, pp. 278-280 ; G. endress, r. 
arnzen, y. arzhanov, Glossarium Graeco-Arabicum, http ://telota.bbaw.de/glossga/. Select : Advanced 
search ĺ under Arabic expression, enter : ¶hend.· >i. e. hendiad\s@.
12 burnett, Literal Translation and Intelligent Adaptation cit., p. 11 f. For further examples cf. also 
k. yamamoto, c. burnett eds., Abū 0aʿšar on Historical Astrology  vols. %rill /eiden etc.  vol. ,, 
$rabic-/atin *lossar\ nos.             etc.
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Van Riet calls texte revu. This redactional process aimed at smoothening the Latin 
st\le eliminating semitisms replacing literal translations through intelligent 
adaptations and harmonising the terminolog\ with the standard $ristotelian 
terminolog\. $ccording to 9an 5iet it was performed partl\ with recourse to 
the $rabic text and partl\ without that is it included intralinguistic editorial 
modifications besides cross-linguistic (double) translation activities in the strict 
sense. +owever 9an 5iet omits to provide an\ criteria (no matter whether 
linguistic palaeographic or codicological) for a s\stematic differentiation 
between translational and editorial processes.
,n addition to the above-mentioned Tualms both h\potheses suffer from 
three methodical shortcomings : . The\ tar all different Ninds of double 
translations with the same brush no matter whether we are faced with alternative 
translations of isolated technical terms of a whole sentence including significant 
s\ntactic transformations or with rather marginal replacements such as the 
substitution of de through ex corresponding to Ar. min. 2. The\ are conceived as 
being mutuall\ exclusive although ³ as far as , see ³ nothing speaNs against the 
assumption that various t\pes of translational and editorial processes tooN place 
in the course of the formation and transmission of the text (to be more precise, 
[i] ad hoc alternative double translations b\ the translator >ii@ intentional ad hoc 
use of hendiad\s b\ the translator >iii@ the translator revising his first draft >iv@ 
modifications b\ a later reviser/translator on the basis of an $rabic manuscript 
>v@ intralinguistic modifications b\ a later reviser without recourse to the $rabic 
text). 3. The\ affect or even predispose the modern editor·s approach to the 
evaluation and stemmatic assessment of the testimonies of the text in Tuestion 
b\ insinuating a s\stematic correlation between manuscript transmission and 
implementation of certain translation techniques.
Once we turn from these models of explanation to the actual manuscript 
evidence the situation is getting more complicated. ,n the manuscript 
transmission of $vicenna·s De anima, Physics and Metaphysics of the . al-əifāʾ  we 
are faced basicall\ with two distinct scenarios each of which reTuires different 
explanations depending on whether we follow Hypothesis 1 or 2. ,n the first 
scenario which ³ in terms of freTuenc\ ³ is much better documented than 
scenario  we find one of the two words or phrases which together constitute 
the phenomenon of a double translation, attested in one branch of manuscripts 
(e. g. ĭ) and the other respectivel\ in the other branch (e. g. Ȍ). If we wish 
to explain this evidence on the basis of the 2ne-5ecension-+\pothesis we 
have to assume that both branches of manuscripts depend ultimatel\ on the 
translator·s original or one of its copies containing both readings. 2n the basis 
of this version the h\parchet\pe of ĭ reproduced in each case onl\ one of the 
two alternative or complementar\ readings whereas the h\parchet\pe of Ȍ 
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chose exactl\ the opposite wa\ b\ reproducing the other word or phrase. This 
assumption seem to be Tuite unliNel\ and arbitrar\ unless we modif\ it in such 
a wa\ that the translator·s original or its relevant cop\ clearl\ set apart the two 
readings for example b\ placing one of the two readings consistentl\ in the 
margins. This assumption entails important consequences. First, it precludes 
the above assumption of the translator·s occasional deliberate use of the 
figure of hendiad\s  and secondl\ it affects the evaluation of the manuscripts 
and their stemmatic relationship : the deliberate decision of the scribes of the 
h\parchet\pes of ĭ and Ȍ to reproduce onl\ one of the two words or phrases 
used b\ the translator constitutes in a certain wa\ a ¶conMunctive error· of each 
famil\. Since it is rather unliNel\ that the particular modes of handling the double 
translations are the onl\ characteristic shared b\ the descendants of ĭ and Ȍ, 
one would expect provided the inference is correct further common errors in 
each branch of manuscripts. 2n the other hand an\ manuscript differing from 
ĭ and Ȍ b\ containing one of the two readings in the main bod\ of text and the 
other one in the margin or vice versa must be considered either as being close 
to the original and hence of relativel\ high relevance for the establishment of 
the critical edition or as being contaminated from the other side, depending on 
whether or not it shares the conMunctive errors of one of these families. 
The opposite is true if we explain scenario  on the basis of 9an 5iet·s 0ultiple-
5ecensions-+\pothesis. +er explanation is much more straightforward such 
that branch ĭ simpl\ draws on one recension of the text while the manuscripts 
of branch Ȍ depend on the other recension. $ccordingl\ an\ critical edition 
must aim at constituting one of the two recensions to the exclusion of the other, 
whereas an\ manuscript containing both readings is Mudged b\ 9an 5iet as being 
contaminated and less important for the constitutio textus.
In a number of manuscripts we are faced with another situation, scenario 
2 : Such manuscripts — originating from the same period as those pertaining 
to scenario 1 — transmit the two words or phrases of a double translation 
together written b\ the same hand. Some of these manuscripts contain one 
reading in the main text, the other in the margins or between the lines, others 
contain both readings in the main text either simpl\ Muxtaposed or interlinNed 
b\ conMunctions again others displa\ a combination of these two modes. 
2bviousl\ this scenario reTuires for a plausible explanation on the basis of 
9an 5iet·s 0ultiple-5ecensions-+\pothesis the assumption of a contamination 
of the exemplar of one recension from an exemplar of the other recension. 
Three facts speaN against this possibilit\ : First, one would expect that the 
allegedl\ contaminated manuscripts derive from the later stage of manuscript 
transmission while the manuscripts displa\ing scenario  originate from the 
earlier period. This however is not the case : on the contrar\ some of the 
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allegedl\ contaminated manuscripts belong to the group of the oldest extant 
ones. Secondl\ we encounter not onl\ manuscripts following one reading in 
textu and adding the other reading in margine but also manuscripts which have 
it exactl\ the other wa\ around. $s alread\ pointed out b\ -ules -anssens13, this 
reTuires the assumption that not onl\ one scribe was in the lucN\ position to 
use two manuscripts transmitting — according to Hypothesis 2 — two different 
recensions but even two scribes and this exactl\ in both traditions that is in 
the opposite directions of contamination, which of course cannot be precluded 
but is not ver\ liNel\. )inall\ one would be hardl\ pressed to find a plausible 
explanation for the different modes of contamination (juxtaposition vs. 
conjunction vs. separation in textu/in margine/supra lineam). 
2n the other hand if we adhere to the 2ne-5ecension-+\pothesis in order 
to explain scenario  we can be relativel\ sure that the distinction between 
double translations added in the margins or interlinearl\ and those included in 
the main text b\ Muxtaposition or interlinNed through conMunctions was alread\ 
part of the translator·s original and ma\ possibl\ reÁect different stages in the 
process of translation or alternative translations as opposed to complementar\ 
translations via hendiad\s. 
To sum up these general remarks : At the current state of research it 
is difficult to provide incontestable proves in favour of one of the two 
controversial h\potheses. , agree with -anssens and +issette that 9an 5iet·s 
0ultiple-5ecensions-+\pothesis is less probable. +owever the most important 
and decisive step proving the 2ne-5ecension-+\pothesis has still to be done 
namel\ a new collation and filiation of the manuscripts. The corner-stone of 
9an 5iet·s editorial procedure is the division of the manuscripts into two groups 
each of which representing one of the two alleged recensions. But if there were 
no such recensions but onl\ one authorial version containing all or most of the 
double translations, the careful collation of the manuscripts in all likelihood will 
lead to an entirel\ different filiation displa\ing dependencies conMunctive and 
separative errors etc. among manuscripts containing here this reading there 
the other one and again in another case both readings together. Furthermore, 
one should taNe into consideration a combination of both h\potheses such that 
the different modes of transmission of the double translations summarized here 
as scenarios  and  and its different subvariants possibl\ point to the fact that 
we are indeed faced with both double translations introduced b\ the translator 
himself as well as those tracing bacN to one or more later revisions especiall\ 
in cases of mere st\listic retouching or of harmonising the translation with the 
standard $ristotelian terminolog\.
13 Janssens, L’Avicenne latin cit., p. 114.
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3. double translations in avicenna’s Metaphysics oF the K. al-Šifāʾ
$s alread\ stated above double translations occur in the Metaphysics in the 
same wa\ as in the other parts of Avicenna Latinus. Thus the first and most 
important question for the critical edition of the text is whether we are faced 
with two distinct recensions of the text, or whether what seem to be distinct 
recensions are mere descendants of a fault\ manuscript transmission of one 
and the same authorial version. ,n the first case it would be the editor·s tasN 
to decide whether to edit recension A or recension B, whereas in the second 
case the overall aim of the critical edition would consist in reconstructing 
the translator·s original version including all his double translations as ³ for 
example ³ done b\ +issette in his ,bn 5uɐd editions. ,n order to solve this 
problem one would have to maNe a fresh start and collate all manuscripts prior 
to an\ preconception regarding distinct recensions and see how the different 
modes of transmission relate to the stemmatic filiation of the manuscripts and 
their codicological evidence. ,t goes without sa\ing that this first Tuestion goes 
far be\ond the scope of the present paper.
$nother Tuestion concerns the freTuenc\ and distribution of double 
translations in the Metaphysics. ,n the introduction to her edition of $vicenna·s 
Philosophia prima, books V to X, Van Riet states that from Bk. V onwards she 
did not observe an\ consistent occurrence of double translations14. A similar 
statement ³ now concerning ,bn SƮnö·s Physics of the . al-əifāʾ— is found in Van 
5iet·s introduction to her  edition of the Liber primus naturalium, where she 
maintains that the double translations which are numerous in Book I, disappear 
almost completel\ in %ooNs ,, and ,,, of the Physics15. As far as the Physics is 
concerned this assertion has been disproved b\ -ules -anssens in the article 
mentioned earlier. ,n view of this fact it seems advisable to checN also %ooNs 9 
to X of the Metaphysics for further double translations.
Two further Tuestions arise directl\ from m\ above considerations namel\ 
whether all double translations in the Metaphysics trace back to one and the 
same $rabic exemplar and whether the\ admit an\ inference regarding the two 
contentious h\potheses concerning their genesis.
/et us start with the second Tuestion. $s indicated above 9an 5iet 
distinguishes between two groups of manuscripts, the one transmitting what 
she calls texte ancien, the other transmitting the so-called texte revu. Since she 
14 « $ partir du livre 9 nous n·avons plus observp la prpsence rpguliqre de ´leoons doublesµ », 
avicenna latinus, Liber de philosophia prima sive scientia divina. V-X. Édition critique [. . .] par s. van 
riet 3eeters /ouvain-la-1euve  p. .
15 avicenna latinus, Liber primus naturalium cit., p. 55*.
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decided to publish the texte ancien she conseTuentl\ relied for her edition on 
four manuscripts pertaining to this branch of the text transmission. In addition 
to these manuscripts, Van Riet used one manuscript representing the so-called 
texte revu in order to illustrate the differences between the two versions and 
their double translations. This manuscript is the th centur\ Latinus 6443 of 
the %ibliothqTue 1ationale in 3aris with the siglum P in 9an 5iet·s edition16. 
)ortunatel\ 9an 5iet did not restrict herself to noting the different transmission 
of what she conceived as ¶leoons doubles· but incorporated in her critical 
apparatus also all Ninds of variant readings of manuscript P. Thus a first step 
for checking Books V to X of the Metaphysics for double translations could be 
performed b\ examining the variant readings noted in the critical apparatus 
under the siglum P to the exclusion of the other manuscripts used b\ 9an 5iet. 
During this search, I left out of consideration all notes referring to additions 
and omissions in P because of the reservations explained earlier. )urthermore 
, ignored all readings added b\ another hand in this manuscript as we do not 
Nnow how this hand relates to the rest of the tradition. :henever the wording 
noted in the apparatus pointed not to a variant reading tracing bacN to a fault\ 
manuscript transmission, but rather to the remnants of a double translation, I 
collated the reading in question with the following two other testimonies : first 
with the relevant $rabic text of the &airo edition and secondl\ with another 
/atin manuscript which has not been used b\ 9an 5iet. This additional /atin 
manuscript is the Vaticanus latinus 4428. $ccording to 0arie-Thprqse d·$lvern\·s 
description of the Avicenna Latinus manuscripts, it dates from the middle or 
second half of the th centur\ that is from the same period as the other four 
manuscripts used b\ 9an 5iet17. This manuscript belongs also to the tradition 
labelled as texte revu b\ 9an 5iet and seems to be closel\ related to manuscript 
P 1 8 . ,n what follows , refer to it b\ the siglum R. The below conspectus shows 
the results of this collation.
16 On this manuscript see M.-T. d’alverny, Avicenna Latinus I, « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et 
littpraire du 0o\en $ge », 28, 1961, pp. 310-314.
17 Cf. M.-T. d’alverny, Avicenna Latinus III, « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et littpraire du 0o\en 
Age », 30, 1963, pp. 266-268.
18 $ probational collation exhibited a number of faults and omissions shared b\ these two 
manuscripts against the other four manuscripts used b\ 9an 5iet.
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Double translations in Books V-X of Avicenna’s 0etaph\sics (page 	 line ref. to ed. 9an 5iet) :












































































































The transmission of %ooNs 9²; of $vicenna·s Metaphysics of the . al-əifāʾ  as 
attested in mss. P and R displa\s more than  variant translations not attested 
in an\ other manuscript used b\ 9an 5iet. $s becomes clear from the number of 
pages given in this conspectus the freTuenc\ of double translations is consistent 
and evenl\ distributed over all six booNs which confirms the results presented 
b\ -ules -anssens regarding the /atin translation of $vicenna·s Physics of the K. 
al-əifāʾ  namel\ that we are not faced with a partial revision as maintained in 
either case b\ 9an 5iet. 
At a closer look we see that these double translations concern all different 
parts of speech. The following tables displa\ some examples for the maMor 
word classes. %\ far the largest group is formed b\ alternative uses of /atin 
conjunctions and particles.
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Double translations in Books V-X of Avicenna’s 0etaph\sics : C o n j u n c t i o n s  &  p a r t i c l e s
 
Ar. Cairo ed. = Lat. 
ed. Van Riet
Arabic mss. PR mss. DFNV = ed. 
Van Riet
(1) 196.2 = 228.21 ; 
265.10 = 302.34 ; 
374.17 = 437.56, 
394.3 = 465.99
(2) 285.9 = 328.06
(3) 220.4 = 255.59
(4) 288.3 = 331.78
(5) 291.8 = 335.64
(6) 252.6 = 290.72
(7) 198.4 = 230.64
(8) 200.10 = 232.13
(9) 247.5 = 278.19 ; 
257.7 = 291.10 ; 
258.9 = 292.37 ; 
259.7 = 294.63 ; 
290.4 = 334.38 ; 
357.4 = 414.08 ; 
360.3 = 419.03 ; 
425.15 = 510.72 ; 
431.9 = 519.52
(10) 285.18 = 329.20
(11) 208.10 = 240.92
(12) 198.13 = 231.80
(13) 234.1 = 283.24
(14) 204.14 = 237.18
(15) 273.1 = 312.54
(16) 298.10 = 345.57
(17) 221.16 = 257.01
(18) 238.1 = 267.09 ; 
234.15 = 284.46
(19) 266.7 = 303.60
(20) 203.15 = 236.92
(21) 258.6 = 292.33
(22) 291.1 = 335.55
(23) 276.10 = 317.63
(24) 296.6 = 341.87
(25) 276.1 = 316.46
anna (inna after 












































































As one can see from examples 5-12 and 17-25, there are all kinds of double 
translations for the small conjunctions fa- and wa- for which we find in most 
cases autem, enim, ergo, igitur and vero replacing each other in both directions, and 
this apparentl\ Tuite s\stematicall\ in the case of ergo and igitur for resumptive 
fa- (example 9). Another conspicuous issue is the replacement of quod through 
ut (or vice versa19, examples 1 and 13). In most cases, a mere confusion of Latin 
abbreviations can be precluded. 
Double translations in Books V-X of Avicenna’s 0etaph\sics : P r o n o u n s 20
Ar. Cairo ed. = Lat. 
ed. Van Riet
Arabic mss. PR mss. DFNV= ed. Van 
Riet
222.1 = 257.04
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Double translations in Books V-X of Avicenna’s 0etaph\sics : P r e p o s i t i o n s 
Ar. Cairo ed. = Lat. 
ed. Van Riet
Arabic mss. PR mss. DFNV= ed. Van 
Riet





























$gain palaeographic problems or mere confusions of /atin abbreviations 
can be precluded in most cases. The question whether or not one of the two 
versions points to a more primitive or literal mode of translation or conversel\ 
19 For the order of texte ancien and texte revu see also D. N. hasse, Avicenna’s De anima in the Latin 
West. The Formation of a Peripatetic Philosophy of the Soul 1160-1300, Warburg Institute, London 2000 
(:arburg ,nstitute Studies and Texts vol. ) p. .
20 )or double translations in ,bn SƮnö·s Physics using different t\pes of /atin pronouns see also 
Janssens, L’Avicenne latin cit., p. 120.
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to a st\listic reworNing is be\ond m\ expertise. 3erhaps more revealing or 
instructive in this respect are double translations using verbs and nouns. 
Double translations in Books V-X of Avicenna’s 0etaph\sics : V e r b s 
Ar. Cairo ed. = Lat. 
ed. Van Riet
Arabic ms. PR mss. DFNV = ed. 
Van Riet
(1) 334.15 = 385.93
(2) 358.5 = 416.46
(3) 387.9 = 455.07
(4) 424.10 = 508.32
(5) 200.16 = 233.24
(6) 244.3 = 273.38
(7) 204.16 = 237.21
(8) 328.6 = 377.35
(9) 334.15 = 385.93
(10) 402.5 = 476.40
(11) 441.8 = 531.89 ; 
441.9 = 531.90
(12) 384.12 = 451.28
(13) 214.9 = 248.30
(14) 333.18 = 384.71
(15) 204.10 = 237.12




















































Example 15 is worth noticing, as manuscripts P and R give both competing 
translations connected through vel. +owever in view of the similarit\ of the 
two words a mere addition b\ a scribe due to palaeographic problems cannot 
be ruled out. ,n general the version transmitted in the four manuscripts in the 
right column seem to be more literal and closer to the Arabic than what is found 
in mss. P and R (see example 2 with claruit for bāna instead of terminatum in P and 
R, or ex. 4 with allicitur for \aƤinnu >¶to desire to be attracted b\ s.th.·@ instead 
of elevatur). The same holds true for examples   and  where the version 
transmitted in mss. DFNV is closer to the $rabic. $ssuming that this version was 
the original one so far nothing prevents us from conceiving the alternative 
translation attested in P and R as being done without recourse to the Arabic text.
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Double translations in Books V-X of Avicenna’s 0etaph\sics : N o u n s ,  a d j e c t i v e s  & 
a d v e r b s 
Ar. Cairo ed. = Lat. 
ed. Van Riet
Arabic mss. PR mss. DFNV = ed. 
Van Riet
(1) 196.4 = 228.22
(2) 224.2 = 260.58
(3) 226.2 = 262.06
(4) 237.5 = 266.91
(5) 297.3 = 343.16
(6) 309.8 = 356.61
(7) 208.7 = 240.87
(8) 399.2 = 472.45
(9) 208.10 = 240.91
(10) 284.12 = 327.81
(11) 284.12 = 327.81
(12) 421.2 = 504.28 
(13) 240.4 = 270.59
(14) 209.6 = 241.12 ; 
211.10 = 244.67 ; 
211.12 = 244.68 ; 
212.1 = 244.77
(15) 315.10 = 365.33
(16) 335.2 = 385.02
(17) 419.2 = 501.68
(18) 373.12 = 435.18
(19) 196.13 = 228.36
(20) 318.8 = 368.08






































possibilitas P : potestas R





tione P : opinione 
vel permutatione ( 
putatione s.l. R)





















putatione DN ed. : 
opinione FV
a Cf. Pedro de alcala, Vocabulista, Grenade 1505 ; dozy, Supplément, 726b.
$gain we find P and R in some cases transmitting both terms of a double 
translation Moint through ¶vel· as in examples   and . ,nterestingl\ 
in the first case one of the four other manuscripts the manuscript Biblioteca 
Nazionale di Napoli VIII. E. 33 which dates also from the th centur\ transmits 
the alternative translation ¶vel singulare· supra lineam, whereas in example 21 
we find each of the two competing translations ¶opinione vel putatione· for an 
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yatawahhama isolated in two of these four manuscripts to the exclusion of the 
other two. 1ote that the second term ¶putatione· at a first stage was incorrectl\ 
copied in manuscript R, then corrected there above the line. This ma\ point to its 
interlinear or marginal transmission which is often characterized b\ a smaller 
and thus error-prone handwriting. In other cases it is not quite clear whether 
we are faced with real double translations or rather fault\ transmissions due 
to ligatures or abbreviations in the /atin text. This concerns for example the 
words ¶cogitatio· and ¶cognitio· for $rabic ʿilm (ex. 8) and for Arabic fiNr and 
tafakkur (ex.  and ) as well as the words ¶materia· and ¶natura· for $rabic 
ɡabīʿa (ex. 7) and mādda (ex. ). ,n man\ /atin manuscripts the two words are 
abbreviated in such a wa\ that the\ can be easil\ confused with each other. 
/iNewise ¶unitas· ma\ be a misrepresentation of an abbreviated form of 
¶universalitas·. ,t occurs in manuscript P at least four times for Arabic kulliyya 
(ex. ). +owever a double translation cannot be precluded beforehand as P and 
R use ¶universalitas· to render $rabic ZāƤidi\\atun (ex. ) as opposed to ¶unitas· 
in the other four manuscripts and ¶unitas· would be a tolerable interpretation 
of the $rabic term. )inall\ one might also consider the opposite wa\ i. e. the 
reading ¶universalitas· as a fault\ resolution of an abbreviated form of ¶unitas·. 
Example 17 is quite interesting for the lexicographer. The Arabic reads namaɡ al-
Zuǧūd. The four manuscripts in the right column transmit for Arabic namaɡ the 
medieval /atin word ¶maneria· which is at other places in the Avicenna Latinus 
used for bāb Őarb naZʿ and similar terms. Manuscripts P and R read instead ¶in 
aula· while the\ transmit ¶maneria· at other places correctl\. Strange as it is 
we learn from Doz\·s Supplément aux dictionnaires arabes that according to Pedro 
de $lcala·s Vocabulista, namaɡ (with the plural form anmiɡatun) has the meaning 
¶vestibule· or ¶space in front of the altar· which corresponds Tuite exactl\ with 
¶aula· in P and R. But if that is indeed the correct explanation for this strange 
double translation then we must revise our previous assumptions and state that 
at least in this case none of the two versions can be explained as a mere st\listic 
revision of the other but certainl\ reTuires the translator·s or reviser·s recourse 
to the Arabic text. 
This brings us to our next Tuestion that is whether the alternative translations 
have been prepared b\ consulting the $rabic text and if so whether all double 
translations trace back to one and the same Arabic exemplar. On this question 
the following four points are worth mentioning :
(i) ,n the overwhelming maMorit\ of the cases taNen into account so far the 
difference between the two competing translations does not give rise to the 
assumption that these are the result of two independent consultations of the 
$rabic text. This is especiall\ evident in the case of particles conMunctions 
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pronouns and prepositions. 2bviousl\ neither the translator himself nor a later 
reviser would bother to go bacN to the $rabic manuscript in order to replace an 
enim b\ autem, ex b\ de, or quod b\ ut. 
(ii) $nother thing which points rather to an intralinguistic revision than to 
a repeated consultation of the $rabic text is the fact that almost all variant 
translations adhere to one and the same part of speech. In other words, a Latin 
conMunction is replaced b\ another conMunction a verb b\ a verb a noun b\ a 
noun and so on and this even in those cases where the relevant part of speech 
in the Latin text differs from that of the translated Arabic word or phrase, 
that is, where one would expect that the more literal of the two competing 
translations sticNs to the s\ntactic structure of the $rabic phrase as opposed to 
the more latinized second adaptation. This latter phenomenon is well-known 
from competing Arabic translations of one and the same Greek text, where both 
new or independent translations as well as revisions are marNed b\ a much 
higher freTuenc\ of Áuctuation between different word classes while the strict 
conformit\ of the word classes in our case rather points to a mere terminological 
and st\listic revision. 
(iii) ,n a number of cases the double translations ma\ have been introduced 
b\ the translator deliberatel\ and in one and the same process of translation as 
a hendiad\s that is in order to reÁect different semantic nuances of the $rabic 
word or phrase, and not in order to replace each other.
(iv) ,n contrast to the above-mentioned cases another group of competing 
translations evidentl\ points to a direct recourse to the $rabic text in each 
version. The nature of some of these variant translations even suggests that 
the\ were prepared on the basis of different $rabic manuscripts or of an 
$rabic manuscript offering alternative readings/corrections in margine or supra 
lineam. This suggestion is confirmed b\ the fact that a number of such double 
translations reÁect variant readings of the $rabic manuscripts reported in the 
notes to the &airo edition. 2ne ma\ call such cases ¶false· double translations 
because the\ are of course not double translations in the strict sense of the term 
as used so far that is the\ are not supposed to render one and the same $rabic 
word or phrase. The following  cases result from a cursor\ collation of 9an 
5iet·s critical apparatus with the $rabic text and the /atin manuscripts P and R 
and ma\ be amplified b\ further evidence based on a s\stematic comparison of 
the testimonies (especiall\ additional $rabic manuscripts)21.
21 $dditionall\ , tooN into consideration the variant readings of the $rabic text noted b\ $. 
bertolacci, The Reception of Aristotle’s 0etaph\sics in Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ. A Milestone of Western 
Metaphysical Thought, Brill, /eiden - %oston  (,slamic 3hilosoph\ Theolog\ and Science. 
Texts and Studies vol. ) pp. -. ,n the following list of examples , give first page and 
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[1] 25.62 [A 22.7] post DFNV = baʿda ɜ0 : ante PR = qabla codd. cett., ed.
[2] 26.81 [A 23.4] scilicet DFNV = fort. aʿnƮ (cf. van riet, Lexiques22, pp. 86, 
311) : sicut PR   Na-mö codd., ed.
[3] 53.30 [A 46ult.@ vel DFNV = fort. wa-immö :  si vero PR = wa-in codd., ed.
[4] 74.80 [A 64ult.@ continuitatem terminatam sive sit in sculptione sive in 
materia plana DFNV   ittiɓölun maƤdɫdun Nöna fƮ naTɐin aw fƮ möddatin Ǧɜ0 : 
continuitatem terminatam sive sit in anima (in anima PR, alia lectio in anima 
F1) sive in materia PR   ittiɓölun maƤdɫdun Nöna fƮ nafsin aw fƮ möddatin P117 
3 L ɥ : ittiɓölun maƤdɫdun muTaddarun Nöna fƮ naTɐin aw fƮ möddatin B, ed. 
(cf. bertolacci, Reception, p. 496).
1one of the /atin versions confirms the reading attested in ms. B and reproduced 
in the Cairo edition. The four manuscripts Van Riet relied on read in sculptione 
which corresponds to fī naTɐin as attested in mss. Ǧɜ0 and add — without 
correspondence in the Arabic — plana after materia obviousl\ in order to explain 
how sculptio which is of course also a material entit\ differs from materia. Mss. 
P and R (and a later addition in manuscript F) read in anima, which corresponds 
to fī nafsin as transmitted in three other $rabic manuscripts and the Tehrön 
lithograph. On the one hand, this suggests that none of the two competing 
translations has been prepared without recourse to the Arabic text (a Latin 
reader having in front of him the wording edited b\ 9an 5iet scarcel\ would be 
thinking of replacing the word sculptione through the word anima and deleting 
plana at the end of the phrase ; and the same holds true all the more the other 
wa\ around). 2n the other hand we cannot infere from this fact that the person 
who changed the text either in this or in that direction used another Arabic 
manuscript than the person who prepared the first translation because either 
of the competing translations might be derived from one and the same undotted 
Arabic manuscript (with nafs and naqš looNing aliNe). :e even cannot infere that 
two different persons have been at worN as the translator ma\ have collated his 
first draft once again against the $rabic text and then come to the decision to 
interpret the undotted $rabic word differentl\ from his first interpretation.
line numbers of the /atin edition b\ 9an 5iet then between sTuare bracNets the reference to 
the &airo edition. The abbreviation ¶ed.· indicates which of the competing $rabic readings was 
adopted b\ the editors of the &airo edition. The $rabic manuscripts are referred to b\ the sigla 
used b\ %ertolacci and in the &airo edition. 0\ own retro-versions of /atin readings without 
correspondence in the extant $rabic manuscript are marNed b\ ¶fort.·. ,n all  cases 9an 5iet 
follows the wording transmitted in mss. DFNV.
22 S. van riet, Avicenna Latinus. Liber de philosophia prima sive scientia divina I-X. Lexiques, Peeters, 
/ouvain-la-1euve .
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[5] 86.18 [A 75.3] praecederet DFNV = fort. \ataTaddamu (cf. van riet, Lexiques, 
p. 288) : constituitur PR   \ataTawwamu codd., ed. (see also case [6] and ed. Van 
Riet, app. crit. ad 141.44 = A 127.12 with the same confusion).
[6] 20-87.19 [A 75.4] quod praecederet non habens terminum DFNV = fort. 
mö huwa mutaTaddimun bi-annahɫ lö Ƥadda lahɫ (for terminus   Ƥaddun cf. van 
riet, Lexiques, p. 331) : quod constituta est non habens partem PRF1   mö huwa 
mutaTawwamun bi-annahɫ lö Əuzʾa lahɫ %Ǧ'ɜɥ : mö huwa mutaTawwamun bi-
annahɫ lö Ƥa\\iza lahɫ M, ed. 
$s in case >@ the sources attest three different readings. The three variant 
readings Ƥadd Ƥa\\iz and ǧuzʾ ma\ be easil\ confused in an $rabic handwriting 
without diacritical points. The wording of ms. M, accepted in the Cairo edition, is 
not confirmed b\ the two /atin versions. 8nliNe case >@ the version attested b\ 
mss. DFNV and edited b\ 9an 5iet is not supported b\ the six manuscripts used for 
the Cairo edition. In all likelihood it is based on the readings mutaqaddim instead of 
mutaqawwam and Ƥadd instead of Ƥa\\iz or ǧuzʾ (I doubt that terminus translates also 
Ƥa\\iz as accepted b\ van riet, Lexiques, pp. 33, 331 ; in most cases, this correspondence 
will be due to the reading Ƥadd instead of Ƥa\\iz). The text transmitted in mss. P and R 
(and b\ a later hand in F) corresponds with the remaining five $rabic manuscripts. 
$gain both /atin versions must have been prepared through recourse to the $rabic 
text and certainl\ do not originate from an intralingual revision.
[7] 87.28 [A 75.10] in sua existentia DFNV = fort. fƮ TiwömihƮ (cf. van riet, 
Lexiques, pp. 108, 219) : in sua potentia PR   fƮ TuwwatihƮ codd., ed.
[8] 99.62 [A 86.3] duarum causarum DFNV = fort. sababa\ni : duarum rerum PR 
  ɐa\ʾa\ni codd., ed.
[9] 11-101.10 [A 14-88.13] forma per seipsam habeat esse in potentia DFNV 
  >inna@ l-ɓɫrata bi-nafsihö mawƏɫdatun bi-l-Tuwwati M : forma per se semper 
(per se semper P : semper per se R) habeat esse in potentia PR   >inna@ l-ɓɫrata 
bi-nafsihö mawƏɫdatun bi-l-Tuwwati döʾiman codd. cett., ed.
The different positions of ¶semper· (  dāʾiman) in P and R possibl\ point to a 
marginal addition of the word in the original translation which was done on the 
basis of an Arabic manuscript omitting dāʾiman (like ms. M) and revised on the 
basis of an Arabic manuscript transmitting dāʾiman correctl\. 
[10] 45-115.43 [A 105.4] prius autem imaginamus multitudinem et prius 
intelligimus unitatem, sed unitatem intelligimus absque principio intelligibili 
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ad imaginandum eam (incipientes eam formare in intellectu add. F1) DFNV = 
löNinna l-Naɠrata nataপa\\aluhö awwalan wa-l-waƤdata naʿTiluhö awwalan wa-
l-waƤdatu naʿTiluhö min Ƒa\ri mabdaʾin li-taɓawwurihö ʿaTli\\in Ǧ'ɜɥ : prius 
autem imaginamur multitudinem sed unitatem intelligimus non incipientes 
eam formare in intellectu PR   löNinna l-Naɠrata nataḫa\\aluhö awwalan wa-l-
waƤdatu naʿTiluhö min Ƒa\ri mabdaʾin li-taɓawwurihö ʿaTli\\in BM, ed.
This case provides strong evidence for the assumption that certain passages 
were translated independentl\ a second time and this on the basis of another 
Arabic manuscript. The Latin manuscripts P and R provide an independent 
translation of this section, as becomes clear from the change of word classes and 
the completel\ different s\ntactic structure of the final phrase which renders 
Arabic min Ƒa\ri mabdaʾin li-taɓaZZuriKā ʿaqliyyin (= non incipientes eam formare 
in intellectu) more Áuentl\ and elegantl\ than the almost literal translation in 
mss. DFNV (again, a later hand added in ms. F the version of PR omitting ¶non·). 
What is most conspicuous is the omission of Za-l-ZaƤdata naʿTiluKā aZZalan in 
mss. BM and the absence of a corresponding Latin phrase in PR. This omission can 
be reasonabl\ explained through the assumption of a saut du même au même in 
the Arabic text (awwalan . . . awwalan) whereas it cannot have been caused ³ due 
to the different word order in the /atin text ³ b\ a saut du même au même within 
the Latin tradition. Taking into consideration that this fact correlates with the 
actual findings in the $rabic manuscripts and simultaneousl\ coincides with the 
evidence of a new independent translation of the final part of the sentence the 
probabilit\ of an occasional use of different $rabic manuscripts is relativel\ high.
[11] 120.24 [A 108.8] eo quod DFNV   iŏ Ǧ'ɜɥ : tunc PR = fort. iŏan : iŏö BM, ed.
The version transmitted in PR is based on interpreting Ar. iŏā (¶if·) in the sense of 
iŏan (¶then·). The two $rabic words are easil\ confused. $s in the preceding case 
the version of PR correlates with the Arabic mss. BM as opposed to the other Latin 
version corresponding with the remaining $rabic testimonies.
[12] 175.50 [A 153.15] comparatione DFNV = fort. bi-l-Ti\ös (cf. van riet, 
Lexiques, p. 182) : per dextrum PRF1 § bi-l-ta\ömun codd., ed.
[13] 185.24 [A 164.2] principio DFNV = fort. al-mabdaʾ : motori PR   al-muƤarriN 
codd., ed. : al-mutaƤarriN 'ɥ.
[14] 188.83 [A 166.6] igitur possibilitas rem essendi per causam DFNV = fort. 
fa-\aNɫnu imNönu NawnihƮ ʿani l-ʿillati : comparatio igitur possibilitatis rem 
essendi per causam PR   fa-taNɫnu nisbatu imNöni NawnihƮ ʿani l-ʿillati P117 L 
ɥ : fa-taNɫnu nisbatun P125 : fa-taNɫnu nisbatu NawnihƮ ʿani l-ʿillati codd. cett., ed. 
(cf. bertolacci, Reception, p. 508)
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[15] 249.67 [A 215.15] sensibilitas DFNV   Ƥiss codd., ed. : singularitas PR = fort. 
Əuzʾi\\un .
[16] 263.21 [A 226.11] naturam generis DFNV   ɡabƮʿat al-Əins codd., ed. : 
naturam corporis PR = fort. ɡabƮʿat al-Əism.
[17] 297.31-32 [A 261.15] res cui acquisita est inceptio DFNV   al-ɐa\ʾ qad 
Ƥaɓala lahu l-Ƥudɫɠ codd., ed. : res cui assignata est inceptio PR = fort. al-ɐa\ʾ qad 
Əuʿila lahu l-Ƥudɫɠ (cf. assignemus . . . differentiam .   naƏʿalu ba\önanö $ 
. assignatur .   Əuʿila A 247.223).
[18] 301.6 [A 264.12] pater etiam DFNV § wa-ammö l-abu codd., ed. : generatum 
(ex generator ?) enim PR = an wa-ammö Nöʾinun ?
[19] 314.89 [A 274.5] possumus mittere manus nostras DFNV = nudḫilu a\da\nö 
codd., ed. : possumus calefacere manus nostras PR = fort. nusaḫḫinu a\da\nö (cf. 
van riet, Lexiques, pp. 54, 173).
[20] 340.66 [A 295.10@ perventione eius DFNV = maʿa ntihöʾihö codd., ed. : per 
unitionem eius PR = an maʿa ttiƤödihö " (cf. van riet, Lexiques, pp. 142, 336).
[21] 380.92 [A 330.7] aqueitatis DFNV   al-möʾi\\a codd., ed. : quidditatis PR = 
fort. al-möhi\\a.
[22] 426.50 [A 365.4@ de universitate ... intellectorum DFNV   min Əumlat ... 
al-maʿTɫlöt codd., ed. : de singularitate ... intellectorum PR = fort. min Əuzʾi\\at 
... al-maʿTɫlöt.
[23] 431.55 [A 368.16@ Tuemadmodum convenit ei DFNV = ʿalö mö \aƏibu 
lahɫ codd., ed. : quemadmodum congruit ei PR = fort. ʿalö mö \uƤaTTu lahɫ (vel 
\aƤuTTu ʿala\hi ; ʿala\hi pro lahɫ ms. D)  (cf. congruit enim nobis 107.66 = fa-
innahɫ \aƤuTTu ʿala\nö $ .).
[24] 502.00 [A 420.4] ex duabus causis DFNV   min sababa\ni codd., ed. : in 
duabus causis PR = fort. fƮ sababa\ni.
[25] 512.9 [A 426ult.] degustemus aliquid DFNV   ɡölaʿnö ɐa\ʾan codd., ed. : 
deiecerimus aliquid PR = an aɡlaTnö/ɡallaTnö ɐa\ʾan ?
23 )or assignare   Əaʿala see also van riet, Avicenna Latinus. Liber de anima seu sextus de naturalibus 
I-II-III cit., pp. 302, 390.
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1one of the above  cases taNen b\ itself proves in an incontestable wa\ 
that the Latin translator(s) had recourse to more than one Arabic manuscript. 
+owever the collected evidence taNen as a whole points in this direction and 
leaves little doubt that in addition to the above considered reasons for double 
translations and terminological and st\listic reworNings b\ later revisers a third 
categor\ of double translations must be taNen into account namel\ a partial or 
cursor\ revision based on (possibl\ even provoNed b\ getting access to) a second 
Arabic manuscript. 
0ost of these competing /atin translations ma\ trace bacN to different 
interpretations of one and the same unclear or unpunctuated Arabic manuscript 
due to the translator·s changing understanding of the (con)text in the course 
of a revision of his first draft or due to the fact that different translators/
revisers interpreted the same manuscript in different wa\s. 1evertheless 
some others undoubtedl\ reÁect two scarcel\ confusable variant readings 
which either occurred in different Arabic manuscripts or in a manuscript with 
marginal or interlinear corrections (which as such represents also distinct 
manuscript branches albeit indirectl\). Examples of this latter t\pe are found 
in cases >@ >@ >@ >@ >@ >@. ,n seven cases the competing /atin versions 
coincide with variant $rabic readings attested in the manuscripts and taNen into 
account in the &airo edition and in $mos %ertolacci·s collation24. +owever the 
correspondences provide no clear-cut result as to possible dependencies of the 
versions. The correlations displa\ed are as follows :
Case no. Arabic mss. corresponding with 
version PR(F 1)
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4. conclusions
(1) The Vaticanus latinus 4428 (R) and the Parisinus latinus 6443 (P) show that the 
double translations do not come to an end with %ooN ,9 of ,bn SƮnö·s Metaphysics 
of the . al-əifāʾ as maintained b\ 9an 5iet. Tentativel\ we ma\ state that variant 
24 Cf. note 21.
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translations transmitted in PR to the exclusion of DFNV tend to render the 
relevant $rabic word or phrase less appropriatel\ than the competing version.
(2) A number of double translations in these two manuscripts (not including 
what , called ¶false· double translations in the last section) is transmitted 
in the main bod\ of text interlinNed through vel which proves that the Moint 
transmission of the competing translations is alread\ attested for the th 
centur\ that is for the period of time from which the oldest extant manuscripts 
date. 2n the other hand in the vast maMorit\ of double translations we find 
consistentl\ onl\ one of the two competing translations attested in either branch 
of manuscripts. ,n m\ view this suggests the existence of one authoritative 
version which served simultaneousl\ as common h\parchet\pe of all extant 
manuscripts and in which the two competing translations were clearl\ set apart 
probabl\ b\ presenting one translation in textu, the other one in the margins or 
between the lines. 2therwise one should expect to find much more occurrences 
of an interlinked transmission of the double translations in both branches. As 
a matter of fact the ver\ same conclusion was reached b\ -ules -anssens on 
the basis of his examination of the double translations in ,bn SƮnö·s Physics. 
+owever this conclusion does not provide an\ hint as to the Tuestion whether 
this authoritative version or h\parchet\pe was the translator·s original or a 
th centur\ revision authored b\ somebod\ else.
(3) The vast maMorit\ of ¶real· double translations consists of mere st\listic 
and terminological retouchings which do not require a fresh recourse to the 
$rabic text and ma\ have been applied b\ the translator himself or b\ a later 
reviser as well.
(4) ,n a number of cases spread over the entire text of the IlāKi\\āt we find what 
, called ¶false· double translations. 8nliNe the preceding cases we are faced here 
with alternative translations both of which definitel\ prepared b\ consulting 
the $rabic text in some cases probabl\ due to different interpretations of one 
and the same Arabic manuscript, in other cases — as it seems — on the basis 
of different $rabic manuscripts. These cases must be carefull\ Nept apart from 
the ¶real· double translations because the two t\pes of double translations ma\ 
have entirel\ different causes or histories. The Tuestion how the\ are related 
to each other and whether the\ support the theor\ of 2ne $uthorial 5ecension 
or rather the h\pothesis of 0ultiple 5ecensions b\ different revisers can onl\ 
be answered on the basis of a careful stemmatic anal\sis of the extant /atin 
manuscripts. :hat is clear however is the fact that not all variant translations 
trace bacN to onl\ one integrative act or process of translation so as if made from 
one piece. This brings me finall\ bacN to what , proposed at the outset namel\ 
that a complementar\ combination of the two conÁicting theories expanded b\ 
admitting also the translation techniTue of hendiad\s as a possible explanation 
might come near to the truth.
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ABSTRACT
Double Translations in the Latin Version of the 0etaph\sics of Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ
$mong the touchstones of an\ critical edition of medieval *raeco-/atin and $rabo-
Latin translations is the phenomenon of double translations (leçons doubles). ,n the first 
part of the present article, I deal in general with the nature and delimitation of the 
phenomenon in Arabo-Latin translations as well as with recent attempts at historical 
and philological explanations of its emergence. The second part anal\ses various t\pes 
of double translations in the /atin version of $vicenna·s 0etaph\sics of the . al-əifāʾ 
and provides some observations on their different causes.
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Avicenna’s Notion of al-PaZŐɫҵ al-awwal (‘first sXbMect’) 
in ,lāhi\\āt, I, 1-2 and its Latin Reception*
$n investigation of the reception of $vicenna·s thought in the /atin speaNing 
world reTuires as an essential part an anal\sis of the /atin translation of his 
worNs. 2n one hand the original $rabic text cannot be overlooNed in order to 
get a picture of $vicenna·s philosophical views  on the other their inÁuence 
on /atin philosoph\ has to be evaluated b\ considering the text actuall\ read 
b\ /atin authors. $ comparison between the $rabic and the /atin texts shows 
that far from being a meaningless medium the /atin translation is a Ne\ event 
in the histor\ of medieval philosoph\ with a proper doctrinal significance. :hile 
allowing $vicenna·s thought to reach the /atin speaNing world the translation 
determines the wa\ in which it could be understood b\ /atin authors and 
negativel\ what could not be grasped at all b\ them ³ both because of the limited 
amount of translated texts and because of the discrepancies between passages 
of the available translations and the corresponding $rabic texts. This picture 
is further complicated b\ the well Nnown phenomenon of ¶double translations· 
concerning single words or phrases of $vicenna·s texts. ,n order to distinguish 
the different phenomena usuall\ subsumed under the label ¶double translations· 
5diger $rnzen has applied the term in a strict sense to « the phenomenon in 
which the manuscripts of an $rabo-/atin translation displa\ two s\non\mous 
or semanticall\ closel\ related /atin words or phrases rendering one and the 
same $rabic word or phrase at one and same place of the text in Tuestion »1. This 
phenomenon is to be distinguished from the one $rnzen characterizes as ¶false 
double translations· namel\ double translations which « are not supposed to 
*A first draft of this paper was presented at the worNshop ¶&olloTue international de doctorants 
en histoire de la philosophie arabe· 3aris - 2ctober . , thanN the organizers of the worNshop 
(0aNram $bbqs $mos %ertolacci =iad %ou $Nl &ristina &erami 1adMa *ermann 0arwan 5ashed) 
and the other participants for their comments on several points of the presentation. , am grateful 
to the anon\mous referees of the Mournal for their man\ corrections and suggestions which were 
ver\ helpful in revising the paper. )inall\ , wish to thanN $mos %ertolacci for having carefull\ read 
this paper which has benefited most from his detailed remarNs and for constantl\ supervising 
m\ stud\.
1 R. ARnzen Double Translations in the Latin Version of the 0etaph\sics of Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ 
in this volume.
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render one and the same $rabic word or phrase »2. $s one can expect it is this last 
phenomenon which deserves special attention when dealing with the reception 
of $vicenna·s worNs from a doctrinal point of view. ,ndeed in the case of proper 
double translations the same meaning is conve\ed b\ the two alternative texts. 
2n the other hand the alternative texts resulting from ¶false double translations· 
are in principle semanticall\ different. ,n this case the reception of $vicenna·s 
doctrines depends on which text was actuall\ read b\ each /atin author.
,n this paper , will focus on the /atin reception of the $vicennian notion of 
¶first subMect· as it is found in two passages belonging to the first and the second 
chapter of the first treatise respectivel\ of the metaph\sical section (IlāKi\\āt) 
of $vicenna·s Book of the Cure (.itāb al-əifāʾ). $s it will become clear the exact 
meaning of the expression ¶first subMect· could not be full\ appreciated b\ /atin 
authors because of the lacN of translation of other relevant parts of the Book 
of the Cure. This notwithstanding some authors were able to see the main idea 
behind $vicenna·s usage of the expression. $n accurate evaluation of the /atin 
reception of the $vicennian notion has also to taNe into account the presence of 
a case of ¶false double translations· in one of the two passages.
The paper will fall into two main parts. ,n the first part , will tr\ to establish 
the exact meaning of the expression ¶first subMect· in IlāKi\\āt , - which to m\ 
Nnowledge has so far been overlooNed b\ scholarship. )irstl\ , will introduce 
the two passages where the expression occurs and place them in their textual 
historical and doctrinal context. Secondl\ , will provide an interpretation of 
the expression ¶first subMect· which Mustifies its two occurrences in the passages.
,n the second part , will move to the /atin reception proper. $fter examining 
the /atin translation , will focus on the reception of the $vicennian notion3 of 
¶first subMect· in $lbert the *reat and -ohn Duns Scotus.
I. A new epIstemologIcAl notIon : AvIcennA on ‘fIRst subject’
$s is well Nnown in several passages of the 0etapK\sics $ristotle describes 
in different wa\s what he calls ¶first philosoph\· or ¶wisdom· : it should be the 
science of first causes and principles  it should be the science of being qua being ; 
finall\ it should be the science of immaterial beings. The presence of these 
different perspectives emerging from the 0etapK\sics becomes straightforwardl\ 
problematic when one contrasts it with the strict criteria imposed on scientific 
2 See the examples of both phenomena provided in ARnzen Double Translations cit.
3 The reception of a notion has to be distinguished from the reception of the expression which 
conve\s it insofar as the same notion ma\ be conve\ed b\ new expressions and ³ conversel\ ³ 
an expression can be deprived of its original meaning. $s will be clear it is the reception of the 
$vicennian notion of ¶first subMect· which , am mainl\ interested in here.
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s\llogism b\ $ristotle himself in his 3osterior Anal\tics. +ere $ristotle maintains 
that a demonstration is made up of three elements : ) what is demonstrated 
namel\ the inherence per se of an accident to something else  ) the axioms which 
are the principles of demonstration  ) the subMect genus whose per se accidents 
are demonstrated (An. Post. $ ). ,t is not possible for a demonstration to move 
from one genus to another one (An. Post. $ ). 0oreover the unit\ of a whole 
science (in other words : the unit\ of a set of demonstrations) depends itself on 
the unit\ of the genus it is about (An. Post. $ ) namel\ the subMect genus of their 
demonstrations which would be later called simpl\ ¶subMect· of the science4.
This being the case the Tuestion arises as to how to identif\ the subMect of 
metaph\sics. The great relevance of this problem in th- and th-centur\ /atin 
philosoph\ and the new understanding(s) of metaph\sics originating from its 
solution(s) allowed scholars to speaN about a ¶second beginning of metaph\sics·5. 
0ore recentl\ however it has been shown that the actual turning-point in the 
histor\ of philosoph\ as far as the epistemological foundation of metaph\sics is 
concerned is to be identified with $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt6. $s far as the Tuestion of 
the subMect of metaph\sics is concerned it has been shown that $vicenna goes 
far be\ond his predecessors in emplo\ing a rigorous notion of ¶subMect· which 
observes the principles emerging from the 3osterior Anal\tics. ,n particular even 
though al-)öröbƮ had alread\ applied to metaph\sics the epistemological notion 
of ¶subMect· he seems to use it as generall\ referring to an\thing falling within 
the consideration of metaph\sics7 :
4 )or example see the $rabic and /atin authors Tuoted below. SpeaNing of the ¶subMect· of 
science becomes common in $rabic and /atin medieval philosoph\ but the expression is alread\ 
emplo\ed b\ $lexander of $phrodisias. See Alex. AphR. In Aristotelis 0etapK\sica commentaria ed. m. 
hAyduck 5eimer %erlin  passim (for example p.  lin.   p.  lin. )
5 l. honnefeldeR 'er =Zeite AnfanJ der 0etapK\siN 9oraussetzunJen Ansltze und FolJen der 
:iederbeJrndunJ der 0etapK\siN im  -aKrKundert in j. p. beckmAnn, l. honnefeldeR, g. schRImpf, 
g. wIelAnd eds. Philosophie im Mittelalter. Entwicklungslinien und Paradigmen 0einer +amburg 
 pp. -. See also the introduction of Id. Scientia transcendens. Die formale Bestimmung der 
6eiendKeit und 5ealitlt in der 0etapK\siN des 0ittelalters und der 1euzeit ('uns 6cotus ² 6uirez ² :olff ² 
.ant ² 3eirce 0einer +amburg . )or an overview of the several positions about the subMect 
of metaph\sics (especiall\ from the point of view of the relation between *od and the subMect of 
metaph\sics) see A. zImmeRmAnn 2ntoloJie oder 0etapK\siN ? Die Diskussion über den Gegenstand der 
0etapK\siN im  und  -aKrKundert 7e[te und 8ntersucKunJen 3eeters /euven .
6 A. beRtolAccI The Reception of Aristotle’s 0etaph\sics in Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ. A Milestone of 
:estern 0etapK\sical 7KouJKt %rill /eiden - %oston . SubseTuent scholarship has acNnowledged 
that speaNing of a ¶second beginning of metaph\sics· would be more appropriate with respect to 
$vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt than with respect to /atin medieval philosoph\ : see j. A. AeRtsen Medieval 
3KilosopK\ as 7ranscendental 7KouJKt From 3Kilip tKe &Kancellor (ca  to Francisco 6uirez %rill 
/eiden - %oston  pp. -. 3revious scholarship had alread\ indicated $vicenna as one of the 
main sources of the discussion about the subMect of metaph\sics in /atin medieval philosoph\ : see 
zImmeRmAnn 2ntoloJie oder 0etapK\siN ? cit. pp. -.
7 )or a comparison between al-)öröbƮ·s and $vicenna·s usage of the notion of ¶subMect· see 
beRtolAccI The Reception cit. pp. -.
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Al-fārā%ī 2n tKe Joals of tKe 6aJe in eacK treatise of tKe booN named b\ means of letters 
(Fī aƑrāŐ al-ƤaNīm fī Null maTāla min al-Nitāb al-maZsūm bi-l-Ƥurūf)8
« 2f the subMects of this science on the other hand some have no existence at all 
(be it imaginar\ or real) in natural things. ,t is not that imagination has abstracted 
them from natural things  rather their existence and nature >itself@ is abstracted 
>i. e. immaterial@. 2thers exist in natural things even though the\ are imagined as 
abstracted from them. +owever the\ do not exist in natural things essentiall\ i. e. 
in such a wa\ that their existence is not independent from these and the\ are things 
whose subsistence is due to natural things. 5ather the\ exist both in natural things 
and in non-natural things (these latter being separate either reall\ or in imagination).
Therefore the science which deserves to be called b\ this name is >onl\@ the 
present one. ,t alone all other excluded is ¶metaph\sics·.
The first subMect of this science is the absolute existent and what is eTuivalent to 
it in universalit\ namel\ the one ».
,n other words while dismissing al-.indƮ·s merel\ theological conception 
of metaph\sics al-)öröbƮ states that both immaterial realities and realities not 
depending essentiall\ on ph\sical things are ¶subMects· (in the plural) of metaph\sics. 
$mong these subMects he singles out the absolute existent (and the one since it is 
as common as the existent) labelling it as ¶the first subMect· of metaph\sics9.
2n the contrar\ $vicenna clearl\ states that the existent qua existent is the 
subMect of metaph\sics (in the singular) in line with the principle according 
to which the subMect of a science can onl\ be one. ,n this respect the titles of 
the first two chapters of $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt are themselves telling : ¶2n the 
beginning of the research of the subMect of first philosoph\· (T. , c. )  ¶2n 
attaining the subMect of this science· (T. , c. ). 0oreover while dividing the 
theoretical sciences $vicenna recalls what the subMect of ph\sics is and what the 
subMect of mathematics is. :hen he comes to metaph\sics he sa\s :
IlāKi\\āt ,  (p.  lin.   p.  lin. -)10
« $nd >it has been mentioned@ that the divine >sciences@ examine the things 
which are separated from matter in >their@ subsistence and definition >«@ %ut it 
8 %ertolacci·s translation in beRtolAccI The Reception cit. p.  (in order to be consistent about 
the basic expressions dealt with in this paper , have replaced the words ¶subMect-matter· (maZŐūࡐ ) 
and ¶primar\· (awwal) with ¶subMect· and ¶first· respectivel\).
9 See beRtolAccI The Reception cit. chapters -.
10 Translations are mine unless otherwise indicated. Translations of passages of $vicenna·s 
IlāKi\\āt are based on AvIcennA Al-əifāʾ al-IlāKi\\āt ( edd. Ɯ ə4anawatī, s. zāy,d al-+a\ʾa al-
ʿömma li-ɐuʾɫn al-maɡöbiʿ al-amƮri\\a &airo . )or translations of $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt see 
also AvIcennA 7Ke 0etapK\sics of The +ealing A parallel (nJlisK-Arabic te[t translated introduced 
and annotated b\ 0icKael ( 0armura %righam <oung 8niversit\ 3ress 3rovo 8tah . )or the 
translation of this passage see also beRtolAccI The Reception cit. pp. -.
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did not become clear to \ou from this which the subMect of metaph\sics reall\ is 
except for an indication taNing place in the Book of Demonstration of Logic if \ou 
remember it. This is the fact that in all the other sciences \ou have a thing which 
is a subMect (ɐa\ʾun KuZa maZŐūʿun) some things which are the things sought 
and assumed principles from which the demonstrations are composed ».
The text is interesting because $vicenna recalls as something alread\ 
established that metaph\sics enTuires into things separated from matter 
in their subsistence and definition. These include both the Ninds of realities 
which al-)öröbƮ had distinguished and labelled as ¶subMects· of metaph\sics. ,n 
the second sentence however $vicenna declares that it is not clear what the 
subMect of metaph\sics is. This means that being enTuired into b\ a science does 
not impl\ being a subMect of that science : something more is reTuired in order 
to single out the subMect of a science from among the things examined in it. 
0oreover $vicenna explicitl\ refers to the three elements of demonstration 
distinguished in the 3osterior Anal\tics and speaNs of the ¶subMect· in the singular. 
The observance of the 3osterior Anal\tics criterion concerning the uniTueness 
of the subMect is undeniable when one turns to IlāKi\\āt ,  where $vicenna 
establishes that the existent qua existent is the subMect of metaph\sics11.
+owever twice in the first two chapters of his IlāKi\\āt $vicenna refers to the 
existent qua existent through the expression ¶first subMect·. This is problematic 
insofar as there is no evident reason wh\ $vicenna should use the expression 
¶first subMect· rather than ¶subMect·. The next section will introduce and discuss 
the relevant texts in detail.
,. . 7Ke basic te[ts
The first passage where the expression ¶first subMect· occurs is found at 
the end of the first chapter of the first treatise. $fter having ruled out the 
possibilit\ that *od be the subMect of metaph\sics $vicenna discusses whether 
the four ultimate causes can. ,n order to rule out also this possibilit\ $vicenna 
distinguishes four wa\s in which the causes could be investigated : () inasmuch 
as the\ are existent  () inasmuch as the\ are causes simpliciter  () inasmuch 
as each one of them has a proper wa\ of being  () inasmuch as the\ maNe up 
11 )or $vicenna·s discussion about the subMect of metaph\sics see beRtolAccI The Reception cit. 
chapter  especiall\ pp. -. )or the principle concerning the uniTueness of the subMect its 
bacNground in $ristotle and its role in $vicenna see A. beRtolAccI Avicenna and Averroes on the proof 
of *od’s e[istence and tKe subMect-matter of metapK\sics « 0edioevo »   pp. -. %ertolacci 
observes (p. ) that the inÁuence of the principle on $vicenna is clear even though it is never 
explicitl\ mentioned b\ him.
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a totalit\. $vicenna goes on to show that the causes cannot be the subMect of 
metaph\sics according to an investigation of Ninds () - () - (). $s for the onl\ 
Nind of investigation left namel\ () $vicenna states :
(71) IlāKi\\āt ,  (p.  lin. -)
« $s for the possibilit\ that the investigation concerns the causes inasmuch as 
the\ are existent and concerns what attaches to them in that respect then it 
would be necessar\ that the first subMect (al-maZŐūʿ al-aZZal) be the existent 
inasmuch as it is existent ».
+ence the conclusion is drawn that the view according to which the causes 
are the subMect of metaph\sics is false.
Two remarNs on this text are in order. )irstl\ $vicenna speaNs about the 
¶first subMect· not the ¶first subMect of metaph\sics· : one should not immediatel\ 
identif\ the two expressions. +owever $vicenna is tr\ing to show that the 
ultimate causes cannot be the subMect of metaph\sics so that in order for the 
proof to maNe sense the expression ¶first subMect· must refer at least indirectl\ 
to the subMect of metaph\sics.
Secondl\ albeit $vicenna·s argument is not completel\ explicit the implicit 
premise which maNes it sound is easil\ found once it is assumed that the 
expression ¶first subMect· refers somehow here to the subMect of metaph\sics. This 
implicit premise is the principle originating from the 3osterior Anal\tics according 
to which the tasN of a science consists in demonstrating the inherence of a per se 
accident to its (i. e. the science·s) subMect. $ccordingl\ if metaph\sics proves the per 
se accidents of the causes from the point of view of their being existent the actual 
subMect of metaph\sics (whose per se accidents metaph\sics is actuall\ proving) 
should be the existent qua existent. This would be a satisfactor\ explanation of 
$vicenna·s line of reasoning  however it does not explain wh\ $vicenna should 
use the expression ¶first subMect· rather than ¶subMect· in the Tuoted text.
The second occurrence of the expression ¶first subMect· is found in the second 
chapter of the first treatise. ,n this chapter $vicenna establishes that the 
existent qua existent is the subMect of metaph\sics. +e comes to this conclusion 
through two main arguments which can be roughl\ summarized thus : (1) an 
examination of the subMects of particular sciences inasmuch as the\ are existent 
as well as of non-sensible realities is necessar\  this examination must belong to 
the science of what is separated from matter (namel\ to metaph\sics)  there is 
nothing common to all of them so that the\ all are its states (Ƥalāt) and accidents 
(ʿaZāriŐ) but the existent  () an examination of the common notions emplo\ed 
b\ the particular sciences is necessar\  no particular science carries out this 
tasN  these notions cannot be accidents (ʿaZāriŐ) of an\thing but of the existent.
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$fter having drawn the conclusion according to which the existent qua 
existent is the subMect of metaph\sics however $vicenna adds a further 
argument which confirms that the existent can be the subMect of metaph\sics : 
() there is no need to ascertain the Tuiddit\ of the existent and to establish 
its existence in which case another science should taNe this tasN on. +ence 
$vicenna states again his conclusion as follows :
(72) IlāKi\\āt ,  (p.  lin. -)
« >a@ Therefore the first subMect (al-maZŐūʿ al-aZZal) of this science is the existent 
inasmuch as it is existent and >b@ the things sought b\ it >i. e. this science@ 
are the things which attach to it >i. e. the existent@ inasmuch as it is existent 
unconditionall\.
>c@ Some of these things12 are liNe its species such as substance Tuantit\ and 
Tualit\. >c1@ ,ndeed in order to be divided into them the existent does not need 
an\ division prior to them as >on the contrar\@ substance needs some divisions in 
order that the division into man and not-man follows it necessaril\.
>d@ $nd some of these are liNe its13 proper accidents such as the one and the 
man\ potenc\ and act the universal and the particular the possible and the 
necessar\. >d1@ ,ndeed in order to receive these accidents and to be prepared for 
them the existent does not need to be specified as natural mathematical ethical 
or something else ».
,n this second passage the expression ¶first subMect· is explicitl\ Tualified 
as ¶first subMect of this science· namel\ of metaph\sics. ,f we assume that the 
expression ¶first subMect· must mean the same in the two passages its occurrence 
in IlāKi\\āt ,  confirms that also in IlāKi\\āt ,  it must refer to the subMect of 
metaph\sics.
%eside the first subMect mention is made in the text of the things sought 
in metaph\sics : the\ are the things which attach to the existent qua existent 
unconditionall\. These are of two different Ninds : some of them are the 
$ristotelian categories which are liNe species with respect to the existent ; some 
others are liNe proper accidents with respect to the existent.
$s in the case of (T) the mention of the ¶subMect· in (T) can be accounted for 
on the basis of principles originating from the 3osterior Anal\tics which allow us 
to explain the linN between (T a) on the one hand and what precedes and what 
follows it on the other. The linN with what precedes is ensured b\ the principle 
according to which a science cannot demonstrate about its subMect ¶that it is· and 
12 5eading KāŏiKi l-umūr.
13 Bertolacci : add. lahɫ (beRtolAccI The Reception cit. p. ).
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¶what it is·  rather a science onl\ assumes the existence and the definition of its 
subMect14. The linN with what follows (T a) is due to the fact that the unit\ of the 
¶subMect genus· of a science extends to its parts as well as to its accidents15. $s in 
the case of (T) however there is no obvious reason wh\ $vicenna should use 
the expression ¶first subMect· rather than ¶subMect·.
$ll the $rabic manuscripts , was able to consult16 displa\ no textual variant 
as far as the expression ¶first subMect· in both (T) and (T) is concerned. The 
onl\ clue of a textual variant , Nnow of until now is found in the /atin translation 
of (T). ,n particular a case of ¶false double translations· corresponds to the 
expression ¶first subMect· 17:
(dited Latin 7e[t (p.  lin. -) Manuscript P (3aris %ibl. 1at. /at. )
Si autem consideratio de causis fuerit 
inTuantum habent esse et de omni eo 
Tuod accidit eis secundum hunc modum 
oportebit tunc ut ens inTuantum est ens 
sit subiectum Tuod est convenientius.
Si autem consideratio de causis fuerit 
inTuantum habent esse et de omni eo 
Tuod accidit eis secundum hunc modum 
oportebit tunc ut ens inTuantum est ens 
sit subiectum primum.
  
The /atin text witnessed b\ manuscript 3 corresponds to the $rabic text 
(subiectum primum — al-maZŐūʿ al-aZZal). 2n the other hand the edited /atin 
text seems to translate al-maZŐūʿ al-aZlj. 5egarding ¶false double translations· 
5. $rnzen has shown that some cases of « competing /atin translations ma\ trace 
bacN to different interpretations of one and the same unclear or unpunctuated 
$rabic manuscript » while others « undoubtedl\ reÁect two scarcel\ confusable 
variant readings which either occurred in different $rabic manuscripts or in 
a manuscript with marginal or interlinear corrections ». The case dealt with 
here belongs to the first class since al-aZZal and al-aZlj could be different 
interpretations of the same unclear $rabic word18. $n\wa\ even if one assumes 
the possible existence of an $rabic exemplar witnessing al-aZlj this would be 
14 )or the $ristotelian bacNground of this principle and its application b\ $vicenna see 
beRtolAccI Avicenna and Averroes cit.
15 &f. An. Post. $ . See also text (v) in section ,. below.
16 0\ checN is based on the manuscripts available on 2ctober  for the E5& proMect 
¶3hilosoph\ on the %order of &ivilizations· - (in progress) 3. ,. $mos %ertolacci.
17 AvIcennA lAtInus Liber de philosophia prima sive scientia divina I-I9 ed. s. vAn RIet 3eeters 
- %rill /ouvain - /eiden . See 9an 5iet·s introduction (pp. -) for details on the 
/atin translation and the distinction between ¶texte ancien· and ¶texte revu· concerning double 
translations (, shall rather speaN about ¶edited /atin text· and ¶text witnessed b\ manuscript 3·).
18 Their rasm is similar although not identical.
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too little evidence against all the available manuscripts witnessing al-aZZal19. 
Therefore there is no reason to suspect that the $rabic text in (T) or (T) is not 
correct unless further evidence is found.
This being the case an explanation of the expression ¶first subMect· is reTuired 
which is able to account for its occurence in (T) and (T).
$ristotle never uses the expression ¶first subMect· (ਫ਼ȠțİȓμİȞȠȞ ȡ૵ĲȠȞ) to 
refer to the subMect genus in his 3osterior Anal\tics  the expression is used ³ 
perhaps for the first time ³ b\ al-)öröbƳ˻ for example in his Fī aƑrāŐ. 2f course 
it is undeniable that $vicenna inherits the expression ¶first subMect· from al-
)öröbƮ. ,n his AutobioJrapK\ $vicenna himself states his dependence on the 
)arabian Fī aƑrāŐ. 0oreover a comparison between the )arabian text and (T) 
reveals a structural similarit\ between them : both mention (i) the existent 
as ¶first subMect· of metaph\sics and (ii) the species as well as the accidents 
of the existent as things enTuired into b\ metaph\sics20. 1onetheless the 
dependence on al-)öröbƮ·s Fī aƑrāŐ does not maNe superÁuous an explanation 
of the two occurrences of the expression in $vicenna·s worN if one taNes into 
consideration the different perspectives proper to the two authors. $l-)öröbƮ 
had spoNen of several ¶subMects· of metaph\sics  conseTuentl\ it is reasonable 
that he uses an expression liNe ¶first subMect· in order to single out the absolute 
existent (and the one) as fundamental subMect of metaph\sics21. ,n other words 
from the )arabian point of view there is a real difference between sa\ing that 
something is ¶a subMect· and sa\ing that something is ¶the first subMect·. 2n the 
19 To be more precise three h\potheses are available to explain the present case of double 
translations. () %oth the /atin translations trace bacN to the same $rabic word. The rasm is not 
clear. ,t is alternatel\ read as al-aZZal and as al-aZlj. () %oth the /atin translations trace bacN to 
the same $rabic word. The rasm is clear : ىلولاا. ,t is alternatel\ read as al-aZZalī and as al-aZlj. Al-
aZZalī is translated into /atin b\ primum. &f. AvIcennA lAtInus 'e Anima seu 6e[tus de 1aturalibus I-II-
III ed. s. vAn RIet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain - /eiden  p.  ; AvIcennA lAtInus Liber de Philosophia 
3rima sive 6cientia 'ivina I-; Le[iTues par 6 9an 5iet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-/a-1euve - /eiden 
 p. . () The /atin translations trace bacN to $rabic variant readings : al-aZZal and al-aZlj.
20 $ proof of the dependence of $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt on al-)öröbƮ·s Fī aƑrāŐ based on a 
comparison of several passages of the two worNs can be found in beRtolAccI The Reception cit. pp. 
-. The text Tuoted above from al-)öröbƮ·s Fī aƑrāŐ does not include the mention of species 
and accidents as things enTuired into b\ metaph\sics  see the full translation in beRtolAccI The 
Reception cit. pp. - especiall\ p. .
21 This is what could be said on account of al-)öröbƮ·s Fī aƑrāŐ. +owever in a treatise devoted to 
the 3osterior Anal\tics al-)öröbƮ states that a science can have more than one ¶first subMect· which 
maNes it doubtful that the expression ¶first subMect· is intended to worN as said. )or references to 
al-)öröbƮ·s treatise and translations of relevant passages see h. eIchneR Al-Fārābī and Ibn 6īnā on 
‘8niversal 6cience’ and tKe 6\stem of 6ciences : Evidence of the Arabic Tradition of the 3osterior $nal\tics 
« Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale »   pp. -. See the translation 
at pp. - (and compare it with the one at pp. - : al-)öröbƮ seems to call ¶first subMect· what 
he elsewhere calls ¶subMect·).
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contrar\ $vicenna speaNs of the subMect of a science in line with the principle of 
uniTueness of the subMect. Even before an\ further consideration it seems that 
from the $vicennian point of view there cannot be a real difference between 
the expressions ¶subMect of a science· and ¶first subMect of a science· : the\ must 
refer to the same thing22. This is exactl\ what maNes the two occurrences of the 
expression ¶first subMect· apparentl\ out of place.
,n abstract terms , see three wa\s to answer the problem of providing an 
explanation of the expression ¶first subMect· in (T) and (T) :
($) the expression ¶first subMect· has no proper meaning ; it is onl\ due to al-
)öröbƮ·s inÁuence on $vicenna ;
(%) $vicenna uses the expression ¶first subMect· in a ¶)arabian wa\· namel\ in 
order to single a ¶first subMect· out from a pluralit\ of ¶subMects· ;
(&) $vicenna uses the expression ¶first subMect· in order to maNe explicit a 
characteristic which the expression ¶subMect· does not ³ what ma\ be called the 
¶firstness· of the subMect of a science.
$nswer ($) is not a real solution to the problem  rather it simpl\ states 
that the expression ¶first subMect· does not need an\ explanation in addition to 
$vicenna·s dependence on al-)öröbƮ. :ith respect to this dependence it ascribes 
a merel\ passive role to $vicenna as far as the reception of the expression ¶first 
subMect· is concerned which would contrast with $vicenna·s general attitude 
towards the philosophical tradition. )urthermore answer ($) would also 
contrast with the large amount of references to the 3osterior Anal\tics present 
in IlāKi\\āt , - which suggests that $vicenna should speaN according to a 
rigorous epistemological language23. &onseTuentl\ answer ($) should be taNen 
into consideration onl\ if a real solution to the problem cannot be found at all.
$nswer (%) constrasts with what has been said about $vicenna·s endorsement 
of the uniTueness principle. +owever answer (%) ma\ become admissible under 
the h\pothesis that $vicenna uses the word ¶subMect· in two different wa\s namel\ 
in a strict sense (subMect1) and a loose one (subMect2). $ccording to this h\pothesis 
subMect1 would be the notion commonl\ meant b\ $vicenna when speaNing about 
the subMect of a science which can onl\ be one. SubMect2 on the contrar\ would 
refer to a pluralit\ of things falling within the consideration of a science. The 
expression ¶first subMect· would then be s\non\mous with subMect1 and would be 
used b\ $vicenna in order to single subMect1 out from a pluralit\ of subMects2. ,f 
this is the case one would expect to find some of the subMects2 of metaph\sics 
mentioned in (T) and (T) which would prompt $vicenna to use ¶first subMect· 
in these two texts ³ rather than the usual ¶subMect· ³ in order to refer to subMect1.
22 &f. beRtolAccI The Reception cit. p.  n. .
23 , owe this observation to $mos %ertolacci.
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$nswer (&) implies that the adMective ¶first· has a definite semantical value 
inasmuch as it points to a propert\ of the subMect of a science. &onseTuentl\ 
a concrete example of answer (&) should establish what exactl\ this propert\ 
amounts to and how it is linNed to what is said in (T) and (T) ³ this linN being 
the reason wh\ ¶first subMect· is used rather than ¶subMect·.
,n what follows , provide two possible interpretations of the expression ¶first 
subMect·. The former is an example of answer (%)  , call it ¶:eaN ,nterpretation·. 
The latter is an example of answer (&)  , call it ¶Strong ,nterpretation· inasmuch 
as it reTuires a more complex conceptual apparatus than the :eaN ,nterpretation 
does. $lthough the :eaN ,nterpretation could be preferred because of its 
simplicit\ , will claim that it is not able to account for both (T) and (T) in a 
satisfactor\ wa\. 2n the other hand the Strong ,nterpretation is able to account 
perfectl\ well for both (T) and (T)  , believe it is the right interpretation of the 
expression ¶first subMect·.
,. . ‘First subMect’ in Avicenna’s %ooN of Demonstration I-III
%efore moving to the interpretations proper it is worth observing that an 
explicit explanation of the expression ¶first subMect· is not found in $vicenna·s Book 
of Demonstration ,-,,, (roughl\ corresponding to $ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics A24) 
even though the expression is used several times25. The following list includes all 
the occurrences of the expression , have been able to find26 : (i) %urKān ,,  ; (ii) 
%urKān ,,,  ; (iii) %urKān ,,,   (iv) %urKān ,,,   (v) %urKān ,,, .
Texts (ii) and (iii) can be dismissed since the expression ¶first subMect· is not 
used there in a wa\ relevant to present purposes27. 2n the other hand in texts 
(i) (iv) and (v) the expression seems to be used in a technical epistemological 
meaning.
24 )or the correspondences between $vicenna·s Book of Demonstration and $ristotle·s Posterior 
Anal\tics see R. stRobIno Avicenna on tKe Indemonstrabilit\ of 'efinition «¬Documenti e studi sulla 
tradizione filosofica medievale¬»   pp. - (see $ppendix  pp. -). $ccording to 
the table provided b\ Strobino the first treatise of $vicenna·s worN includes topics dealt with b\ 
Aristotle in 3osterior Anal\tics %.
25 , do not taNe into account onl\ the exact phrase al-maZŐūʿ al-aZZal  variants are included 
which are due to the following : presence/absence of the article  gender/number modifications ; 
awwal/aZZalī substitution.
26 2ccurrences of the expression in the same passage and with the same meaning are not listed 
separatel\.
27 ,n text (ii) the expression is used twice while speaNing about a series of predications : it 
has not a technical meaning  rather it Must points to the first of the subMects of the series. ,n text 
(iii) $vicenna states that substance is the first subMect of the accidents fī l-Zuǧūd (here opposed 
to fī l-TaZl) : therefore the expression is here used to refer to the concrete substratum in which 
accidents inhere this meaning not being directl\ linNed to the doctrince of science.
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(i) $vicenna states that 3latonic forms cannot be the ¶first subMects· of 
sciences28. $ feature of ¶first subMects· is stated : sciences onl\ enTuire into the 
essential accidents of their first subMects. The word ¶onl\· (innamā) ma\ possibl\ 
refer to the fact that a science has to assume the essence as well as the existence 
of its subMect29. $n\wa\ none of what is said about ¶first subMects· is enough to 
distinguish the notion of ¶first subMect· from the notion of ¶subMect·.
(iv) Sciences are compared on the basis of their ¶first subMects· but nothing is 
said about what a ¶first subMect· is.
(v) The text corresponds to $ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics $  namel\ the 
chapter where $ristotle states that a science is one when it is about one genus. 
:ithout going into details $ristotle seems to characterize the unit\ of the genus 
as extending to its parts as well as to the attributes of these parts30. ,n his %urKān 
$vicenna refers to the ¶first subMect· rather than to the genus :
%urKān ,,,  (p.  lin. -)
« 5esearches belong to one science onl\ if the\ share in the first subMect ³ the 
search >performed@ in them being onl\ about the essential accidents which 
belong to it >i. e. the first subMect@ or to its parts or to its species ³ and if the\ 
share in the first principles from which it is demonstrated that those essential 
accidents inhere to the first subMect or to its parts or to its species ».
$ccording to the text the unit\ of a science is granted b\ its first subMect 
and its first principles. $ristotle·s reference to the parts of the genus and their 
attributes is developed b\ $vicenna in a description of the full tasN of a science : 
it does not onl\ demonstrate the essential accidents of its first subMect but also 
the essential accidents of the parts and of the species of its first subMect.
To sum up in his %urKān $vicenna never contrasts the expression ¶first 
subMect· with the expression ¶subMect·. The first subMect of a science is rather 
28 %urKān ,,  (p.  lin. -) : « The\ are not the primar\ (aZZali\\a) subMects of these 
sciences either (so that their essential accidents would onl\ be sought) ». Translations of passages 
of $vicenna·s %urKān are based on AvIcennA Al-əifāʾ al-0anɡiT al-%urKān ed. A. ʿA)ī)ī al-0aɡbaʿa 
al-amƮri\\a &airo .
29 $s observed in beRtolAccI The Reception cit. p.  about a passage in %urKān ,,  (see below) 
where $vicenna simpl\ speaNs about ¶subMects·.
30 An. Post. $  a- : ȂȓĮį
ਥʌȚıĲȒȝȘਥıĲ੿ȞਲਦȞઁȢȖȑȞȠȣȢ੖ıĮਥțĲ૵ȞʌȡȫĲȦȞıȪȖțİȚĲĮȚ
țĮ੿ȝȑȡȘਥıĲ੿Ȟਲ਼ʌȐșȘĲȠȪĲȦȞțĮș
Įਫ਼ĲȐ. , taNe ȝȑȡȘ as referring to the parts/species of the genus 
and ĲȠȪĲȦȞ as referring to these parts. &f. m. mIgnuccI L’arJomentazione dimostrativa in Aristotele 
Commento agli ‘Analitici Secondi’. I $ntenore 3adova  pp. -. )or different interpretations 
see %arnes· commentar\ in ARIstotle 3osterior Anal\tics 7ranslated ZitK a commentar\ b\ -onatKan 
Barnes &larendon 3ress 2xford  (nd ed.) pp. -.
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mentioned ³ in text (v) ³ along with its species and parts on the one hand and 
with the essential accidents demonstrated within that science on the other.
,. . Weak Interpretation
$s previousl\ said the main idea of the :eaN ,nterpretation is to distinguish 
between two different meanings of the word ¶subMect· : subMect1 to be identified 
with the meaning of ¶first subMect· and subMect2. This idea is based on the following 
fact : on the one hand $vicenna endorses the principle stating the uniTueness 
of the subMect  on the other in his %urKān $vicenna sometimes speaNs of 
¶subMects· of a science ³ in the plural. $ccording to the :eaN ,nterpretation the 
uniTueness principle would concern subMect1 while subMect2 would be implied in 
the plural ¶subMects·.
0ost relevant in this respect are the ver\ first sentences of %urKān ,,  :
%urKān ,,  (p.  lin. - -)31
« :e sa\ that each discipline ³ and especiall\ the theoretical >ones@ ³ has 
principles subMects and Tuestions.
>«@
The subMects are the things such that the discipline onl\ examines the states 
relating to them and their essential accidents ».
:hile confirming that a science enTuires into the essential accidents of its 
subMect the text allows for a pluralir\ of subMects32. The possibilit\ that a science 
has more than one subMect is explicitl\ stated in a later passage from the same 
chapter :
%urKān ,,  (p.  lin. -)
« :e sa\ that sometimes there is a single subMect for the science liNe number for 
arithmetics. %ut sometimes >the subMect@ is not single  rather there are actuall\ 
man\ subMects sharing in something b\ means of which the\ are unified. This 
>happens@ in >several@ wa\s : either the\ share in a genus which is the thing b\ 
means of which there is unification >«@ or the\ share in a continuous relation 
among them >«@ or the\ share in one goal >«@ or the\ share in one principle >«@ ».
31 See also the translation provided b\ %ertolacci in beRtolAccI The Reception cit. p. .
32 %ertolacci observes that $vicenna calls individuall\ ¶subMect-matters· what $ristotle calls 
collectivel\ ¶genus·. See beRtolAccI The Reception cit. p. .
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The passage also prescribes a condition according to which a single science 
can examine several subMects : these subMects must be somehow unified33. The 
contrast between a pluralit\ of subMects and a uniTue unif\ing thing could 
provide a basis for the :eaN ,nterpretation pushing us to identif\ the uniTue 
unif\ing thing with the ¶first subMect· of science.
)or present purposes the case of genus as the unif\ing thing is especiall\ 
interesting. )irst of all (T) implies that the relation between the existent and the 
categories is similar to the relation between a genus and its species. 0oreover 
the mention of the ¶first subMect· along with its species and parts in %urKān ,,, 
 ³ text (v) above ³ could be accounted for inasmuch as species and parts are 
subMects in a loose sense. )inall\ subMects are things whose essential accidents 
are enTuired into and $vicenna explicitl\ states that it is the tasN of a science 
to enTuire into the essential accidents not onl\ of its first subMect but also of 
species and parts of its first subMect. ,n %urKān ,,  one finds a certain proof of 
the fact that the species of the subMect of a science can be called ¶subMects· in a 
loose sense. ,n this case the loose meaning of ¶subMect· comes along with a loose 
meaning of ¶science· : while comparing two sciences on the basis of their subMects 
$vicenna observes that sometimes a science is part of another science without 
being a science on its own. This happens in particular when the subMects of two 
sciences are a genus and one of its species respectivel\34.
There is possibl\ also another wa\ to find a distinction in %urKān ,,  
between two meanings of ¶subMect·. SubMect2 could be identified with the logical 
subMect entering the propositions which are proper principles of a science or 
the propositions which are its Tuestions. ,n both cases predicates of those 
propositions are essential accidents of their logical subMects. The case of 
Tuestions is particularl\ interesting because it shows the whole range of things 
enTuired into b\ a science (not onl\ things which are its starting-points as it 
could be in the case of proper principles) :
%urKān ,,  (p.  lin. -  pp.  lin.  -  lin. )
« $nd the Tuestions are the statements whose predicates are essential accidents 
either of this subMect or of its species or of its accidents  there is uncertaint\ about 
them >i. e. the statements@ so that their state becomes clear35 in that science.
>«@
:e sa\ that the subMect in the Tuestion proper to a certain science is either 
33 &f. al-)öröbƮ·s passage in eIchneR Al-Fārābī and Ibn 6īnā cit. pp. -. $ll the four cases 
mentioned in $vicenna·s text except the first are derived from al-)öröbƮ.
34 &f. %urKān ,,  pp. -.
35 5eading fa-\astabīnu.
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entering the whole of its subMect >i. e. of the science@ or >belonging@ to the whole 
of its essential accidents. The one entering the whole of its subMect is either the 
subMect itself >«@ or a species of its >«@ The one >belonging@ to its accidents is 
either an essential accident of its subMect >«@ or an essential accident of the 
species of its subMect >«@ or an essential accident of an essential accident of its >«@ 
or an essential accident of the species of an accident of its >«@ ».
,dentif\ing subMects2 of a science with the logical subMects of its Tuestions 
would grant that subMects2 are exactl\ the things whose essential attributes are 
proved in that science. :ithout going into details subMects2 would include both 
species and essential accidents and should be related in definite wa\s to the 
actual subMect of science namel\ subMect1
36.
:hether the first or the second wa\ to ground a distinction between subMect1 
and subMect2 should be correct
37 one would find the actual subMect of science 
opposed to its species and possibl\ to its essential accidents. 2n this basis the 
presence of the expression ¶first subMect· in (T) could be accounted for. +aving 
mentioned the existent as the first subMect of metaph\sics $vicenna states that 
metaph\sics enTuires into its species and its proper accidents which according 
to the :eaN ,nterpretation are subMects of metaph\sics in a loose sense 
(subMects2). Therefore $vicenna would here use the expression ¶first subMect· in 
order to maNe a distinction between the subMect1 of metaph\sics namel\ the 
existent on the one hand and its subMects2 namel\ the species and possibl\ the 
proper accidents of the existent on the other.
Turning to (T) however the :eaN ,nterpretation does not provide an\ reason 
wh\ $vicenna should use the expression ¶first subMect· rather than ¶subMect·. Even 
if the distinction between subMect1 and subMect2 should be correct so that causes 
were numbered among the subMects2 of metaph\sics $vicenna·s argument would 
not need to mention the first subMect. ,ndeed if metaph\sics enTuired onl\ into 
the essential accidents belonging to causes inasmuch as the\ are existent causes 
would not be subMects of metaph\sics at all even in a loose sense (subMect2). , 
would Mustif\ this last statement thus : if $ is a subMect2 of a given science this 
latter should enTuire into the essential accidents belonging to $ inasmuch as it 
36 )or a discussion of the last two Tuoted passages of %urKān ,,  from the point of view of the 
set of per se predicates falling within the consideration of a given science see R. stRobIno 3er 6e 
Inseparabilit\ &ontainment and Implication %ridJinJ tKe *ap betZeen Avicenna’s 7Keor\ of 'emonstration 
and Logic of the Predicables « Oriens »   pp. - (especiall\ pp. -).
37 $ctuall\ , do not thinN the\ are. &onsidering $vicenna·s chapter in its entiret\ and its 
bacNground in al-)öröbƮ it seems to me that $vicenna allows for a pluralit\ of subMects without 
impl\ing a loose sense of ¶subMect·. 1onetheless , taNe into account the possibilit\ that one of the 
two h\potheses is correct in order to grant a basis for the :eaN ,nterpretation and show that it is 
inadeTuate an\wa\.
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is A  if it onl\ enTuired into the essential accidents belonging to $ inasmuch as it 
is its subMect1 it would eventuall\ enTuire onl\ into the essential accidents of its 
subMect1  conseTuentl\ $vicenna·s formulation of the full tasN of science would 
be pointless ³ more generall\ speaNing about subMects2 would be pointless.
)or example let us suppose that S is the subMect1 of a certain science while $1 
« $n are its subMects2. $ccordingl\ the full tasN of the science is enTuiring into 
the essential accidents belonging to S and into the essential accidents belonging 
to each $i. /et us suppose that for ever\ i the science enTuires onl\ into the 
essential accidents belonging to $i inasmuch as it is S. 2bviousl\ the essential 
accidents belonging to $i inasmuch as it is S are all and onl\ the essential 
accidents belonging to S inasmuch as it is S. &onseTuentl\ the essential accidents 
enTuired into b\ the science would be all and onl\ the essential accidents 
belonging to S inasmuch as it is S. This being the case it would be redundant 
to sa\ that the science enTuires into the essential accidents belonging to S and 
into the essential accidents belonging to each $i the two tasNs being eventuall\ 
the same one. ,t would be pointless to sa\ that $1 « $n are the subMects2 of the 
science since its full tasN is accomplished referring onl\ to S. The onl\ wa\ to 
speaN sensibl\ about $i as a subMect2 of the science is maintaining that the science 
enTuires into the essential accidents belonging to $i inasmuch as it is $i. ,f this is 
so sa\ing that the science enTuires onl\ into the essential accidents belonging 
to Ai inasmuch as it is S does not onl\ impl\ that $i is not its subMect1 but that it 
is not one of its subMects2 either.
The :eaN ,nterpretation is therefore unable to explain the presence of the 
expression ¶first subMect· in both (T) and (T).
,. . Strong Interpretation
$ccording to the :eaN ,nterpretation of the expression ¶first subMect· the 
adMective ¶first· is Must a means to single out the subMect of a science from among 
a pluralit\ of things examined within that science. 2n the contrar\ according 
to the Strong ,nterpretation the adMective ¶first· acTuires a deeper historical 
and doctrinal significance. ,n particular the Strong ,nterpretation connects the 
expression ¶first subMect· to a ver\ technical usage of the adMective ¶first· made 
b\ $ristotle in his 3osterior Anal\tics. $s previousl\ said $ristotle never uses 
the expression ¶first subMect· in the epistemological meaning dealt with here ; 
however in 3osterior Anal\tics $ - he uses the adMective ¶first· in order to 
express a concept which could be labelled ¶belonging to something as to the first·.
In 3osterior Anal\tics $  $ristotle provides an explanation for three 
technical expressions : țĮĲ੹ ĮȞĲȩȢ țĮșૃĮਫ਼Ĳȩ and țĮșȩȜȠȣ. $fter having defined 
țĮĲ੹ ĮȞĲȩȢ and after having provided the four definitions of țĮșૃĮਫ਼Ĳȩ $ristotle 
finall\ comes to țĮșȩȜȠȣ :
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An. Post. $  b-a38
« Something holds universall\ when it is proved of an arbitrar\ and first case. 
E. g. having two right angles does not hold universall\ of the figure ³ \ou ma\ 
indeed prove of a figure that it has two right angles but not of an arbitrar\ figure 
nor can \ou use an arbitrar\ figure in proving it  for the Tuadrangle is a figure 
but does not have angles eTual to two right angles. $n arbitrar\ isosceles does 
have angles eTual to two right angles ³ but it is not first : the triangle is prior. 
Thus if an arbitrar\ first case is proved to have two right angles (or whatever 
else) then it holds universall\ of this first item and the demonstration applies 
to it universall\ b\ itself. To the other items it applies in a certain wa\ not b\ 
themselves ³ it does not appl\ to the isosceles universall\ but extends further ».
,n the passage preceding the Tuoted one $ristotle has explained what 
it means to be ¶universal· for something else. +ere he prescribes two ¶proof-
theoretical· conditions for something to be universal. The first condition is 
¶being proved of an arbitrar\ case·. The second condition is ¶being proved of the 
first·. The example given b\ $ristotle explains what he means. 2ne can prove 
of whatever isosceles triangle that the sum of its angles is eTual to two right 
angles (the first condition being so satisfied). +owever the isosceles triangle is 
not the first thing of which this propert\ can be proved because the triangle has 
this propert\ prior to the isosceles triangle. ,ndeed all the triangles ³ isosceles 
or not ³ have this propert\  moreover we can prove this propert\ also of the 
isosceles triangle Must inasmuch as it is a triangle.
The present paper is not directl\ concerned with $ristotle·s notion of ¶first· 
in 3osterior Anal\tics $ 39. )or present purposes it is enough to stress three 
38 %arnes· translation (slightl\ modified) in ARIstotle 3osterior Anal\tics cit. p. . An. Post. $ 
 b-a : Ĳઁ țĮșȩȜȠȣ į੻ ਫ਼ȐȡȤİȚ ĲȩĲİ ੖ĲĮȞ ਥ੿ ĲȠ૨ ĲȣȤȩȞĲȠȢ țĮ੿ ȡȫĲȠȣ įİȚțȞȪȘĲĮȚ. ȠੈȠȞ Ĳઁ 
įȪȠ ੑȡș੹Ȣ ਩ȤİȚȞ Ƞ੡Ĳİ Ĳ૶ ıȤȒμĮĲȓ ਥıĲȚ țĮșȩȜȠȣ (țĮȓĲȠȚ ਩ıĲȚ įİ૙ȟĮȚ țĮĲ੹ ıȤȒμĮĲȠȢ ੖ĲȚ įȪȠ ੑȡș੹Ȣ ਩ȤİȚ 
ਕȜȜ· Ƞ੝ ĲȠ૨ ĲȣȤȩȞĲȠȢ ıȤȒμĮĲȠȢ Ƞ੝į੻ ȤȡોĲĮȚ Ĳ૶ ĲȣȤȩȞĲȚ ıȤȒμĮĲȚ įİȚțȞȪȢǜ Ĳઁ Ȗ੹ȡ ĲİĲȡȐȖȦȞȠȞ ıȤોμĮ 
μȑȞ Ƞ੝ț ਩ȤİȚ į੻ įȪȠ ੑȡșĮ૙Ȣ ੅ıĮȢ) — Ĳઁ į· ੁıȠıțİȜ੻Ȣ ਩ȤİȚ μ੻Ȟ Ĳઁ ĲȣȤઁȞ įȪȠ ੑȡșĮ૙Ȣ ੅ıĮȢ ਕȜȜ·Ƞ੝ ȡ૵ĲȠȞ 
ਕȜȜ੹ Ĳઁ ĲȡȓȖȦȞȠȞ ȡȩĲİȡȠȞ. ੔ ĲȠȓȞȣȞ Ĳઁ ĲȣȤઁȞ ȡ૵ĲȠȞ įİȓțȞȣĲĮȚ įȪȠ ੑȡș੹Ȣ ਩ȤȠȞ ਲ਼ ੒ĲȚȠ૨Ȟ ਙȜȜȠ ĲȠȪĲ૳ 
ȡȫĲ૳ ਫ਼ȐȡȤİȚ țĮșȩȜȠȣ țĮ੿ ਲ ਕȩįİȚȟȚȢ țĮș· Įਫ਼Ĳઁ ĲȠȪĲȠȣ țĮșȩȜȠȣ ਥıĲȓ Ĳ૵Ȟ į· ਙȜȜȦȞ ĲȡȩȠȞ ĲȚȞ੹ Ƞ੝ 
țĮș· Įਫ਼Ĳȩ Ƞ੝į੻ ĲȠ૨ ੁıȠıțİȜȠ૨Ȣ Ƞ੝ț ਩ıĲȚ țĮșȩȜȠȣ ਕȜȜ· ਥ੿ ȜȑȠȞ.
39 )or details about $ristotle·s account see : %arnes· commentar\ in ARIstotle 3osterior Anal\tics 
cit. pp. - ; mIgnuccI L’arJomentazione dimostrativa cit. pp. -. )urthermore $ristotle·s 
notion of ¶first· is probabl\ not confined to the doctrine of science. ,n particular , thanN 0arwan 
5ashed for having brought to m\ attention the fact that $ristotle·s logical application of the 
adMective ¶first· in 3osterior Anal\tics $ - ma\ be linNed to its application in 3K\sics according 
to %enMamin 0orison·s interpretation in b. moRIson Aristotle on 3rimar\ 7ime in 3h\sics 6 « 2xford 
Studies in $ncient 3hilosoph\ »   pp. -. ,n particular see pp. - for the 
meaning of ¶first· (¶primar\· in 0orison·s paper) in the expression ¶first time· and for an analog\ 
with ¶first place· in 3K\sics . ,ndeed the parallels between place and time drawn at pp. - 
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features of $ristotle·s exposition. (a) )irst of all $ristotle·s notion concerns 
demonstration as far as one can grasp from what is said in the text. This 
implies that it onl\ concerns the inherence of an accident in a certain 
subMect  other applications of the notion are not witnessed b\ the Posterior 
Anal\tics. (b) 0oreover the notion of ¶first· is used to Tualif\ a subMect of 
which an attribute is demonstrated. This being the case there is room for 
middle terms between an attribute and the subMect to which it ¶belongs as 
to the first·  in other words the corresponding proposition does not need 
to be immediate as undemonstrable premisses must be40. There is a Nind of 
mediation which is precluded though. Suppose $ is intensionall\ included 
in % (or % extensionall\ included in $41)  suppose & is proved of an arbitrar\ 
$. 2f course & is proved of an arbitrar\ % through the mediation of $ but 
this is exactl\ what prevents % from being the first of which & is proved. (c) 
$ last point worth mentioning is the fact that $ristotle·s second condition 
for being ¶universal· ³ namel\ ¶being proved of the first· ³ is never defined 
b\ him as such namel\ in isolation from the first condition. :hat $ristotle 
means can be grasped onl\ because he provides an example of subMect-
predicate pair for which onl\ the first condition for being ¶universal· holds 
and an example of subMect-predicate pair for which both the first and the 
second conditions hold. +owever he does not provide an example for which 
onl\ the second condition holds. The possibilit\ of such an example is not 
explicitl\ excluded but it is not witnessed in $ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics. 
,n other words one cannot Nnow whether $ristotle·s notion of ¶first· is 
meant to be applied be\ond cases of universal predication.
Turning to $vicenna·s Book of Demonstration one finds that the notion of ¶first· is 
one of the main topics dealt with in %urKān ,,  (actuall\ in this chapter $vicenna 
uses the adMective aZZalī which will be translated as ¶primar\· in what follows). 
+owever $vicenna uses the expression ¶primar\· even before while dealing with 
the expression bi-ŏātiKī (namel\ the $rabic eTuivalent of $ristotle·sțĮșૃĮਫ਼Ĳȩ) in 
are easil\ extended to the subMect of attributes : (a) an attribute [ is in a subMect S in respect of 
something else iff [ is in S but there is something \ such that \ is part of S (in the sense according to 
which a genus is part of its species : cf. Metaph. ¨ ) and [ is in \  (b) an attribute [ is in a subMect 
S primaril\ iff [ is in S but there is nothing else \ such that \ is part of S and [ is in \.
40 &f. An. Post. $ . This feature of $ristotle·s account has been considered problematic. See 
mIgnuccI L’arJomentazione dimostrativa cit. pp. -.
41 %oth the extensional and the intensional point of view are present in $ristotle·s account. 
+owever $ristotle·s observation in An. Post. $  a- seems to suggest that the intensional 
point of view is actuall\ the most relevant one (because of the possibilit\ that intensional 
distinctions do not impl\ extensional ones  cf. mIgnuccI L’arJomentazione dimostrativa cit. pp. 
-).
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%urKān ,, . $fter having listed five meanings of bi-ŏātiKī42 and having stated that 
onl\ the first and the second one are relevant in %urKān he sa\s :
%urKān ,,  (p.  lin. -)
« $nd sometimes >¶b\ itself· (bi-ŏātiKī)@ is said of a more proper and verified 
notion. ,t is meant b\ it what belongs to the thing (\aʿriŐu li-l-ɐa\ʾ) or is said of it 
(\uTālu ʿala\Ki) because of itself >i. e. the thing@ and because it >i. e. the thing@ is 
what it is neither in virtue of something more common than it nor in virtue of 
something more proper than it. $nd when >¶b\ itself· (bi-ŏātiKī)@ is used according 
to this notion in the )irst Teaching it includes the condition of the ¶primar\-
ness· (al-aZZali\\a). >«@ )or this >reason@ it was said : ´neither the music nor 
the whiteness >belongs@ to the animal b\ itself (bi-ŏātiKī)µ because the music is 
among the properties of the man so that it >belongs@ to the animal because of the 
fact that it is a man. $s for whiteness it >belongs@ to it >i. e. the animal@ because 
of the fact that it is a composed bod\ ».
$vicenna explicitl\ refers to $ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics (¶)irst Teaching·) 
while connecting a certain usage of the expression ¶bi-ŏātiKī· with ¶primar\-
ness·. ,ndeed the notion of bi-ŏātiKī here described conve\s the same basic idea 
as $ristotle·s notion of ¶first·. $s for the three features of $ristotle·s exposition 
mentioned above $vicenna·s ¶primar\-ness· seems to behave as follows. (a) 
2n the whole there is no evidence of an application of the notion of ¶primar\· 
be\ond accidents inhering in a subMect43. $vicenna·s examples (music whiteness) 
concern accidental — not essential44 ³ attributes. (b) /iNe $ristotle·s notion 
of ¶first· $vicenna·s notion of ¶primar\· does not impl\ the lacN of mediation 
between the accident and the subMect. This point will be explicitl\ stated in 
42 The first four meanings correspond to the meanings of țĮșૃĮਫ਼Ĳȩ in $ristotle·s Posterior 
Anal\tics $ . )or $vicenna·s re-worNing of the first two meanings of țĮșૃĮਫ਼Ĳȩ see stRobIno 3er 6e 
Inseparabilit\ cit. pp. -. The fifth meaning is added b\ $vicenna. See below n. .
43 8nless one reads the expression ¶\uTālu ʿala\Ki· as referring to essential predication (and 
as opposed to ¶\aʿriŐu li-l-ɐa\ʾ· which would refer to accidental predication). The ground for this 
interpretation would be the fact that $ristotle·s expression ¶is said of a subMect· (țĮș· ਫ਼ȠțİȚμȑȞȠȣ 
ȜȑȖİĲĮȚ) in Categories  ³ traditionall\ identified with essential predication ³ is translated into 
$rabic as ¶\uTālu ʿalj maZŐūʿ·. +owever the Madḫal and the 0aTūlāt of the Book of the Cure (the 
$vicennian re-worNing of the Isagoge and the Categories respectivel\ within the Book of the Cure) 
show that $vicenna does not identif\ the relation ¶being said of a subMect· with essential predication 
but with s\non\mous predication which is in turn claimed to be proper to all predicables. See S. 
dI vIncenzo Avicenna’s reZorNinJ of 3orpK\r\’s ‘common accident’ in tKe liJKt of Aristotle’s &ategories 
« Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale »   pp. - (especiall\ pp. 
171-181) ; 1. cAmInAdA A Tuotation of an anon\mous ‘loJician’ in Avicenna’s &ategories « Documenti e 
studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale »   pp. - (especiall\ pp. -).
44 +ere , mean ¶essential· as s\non\mous with ¶constitutive·.
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%urKān ,, 45 but can be guessed on the basis of the examples given in the Tuoted 
text46. 2f course the Nind of mediation is precluded which contradicts the ver\ 
45 %urKān ,,  (p.  lin. -) : « ,t is not in the condition of the first that there is not a 
middle between it and the subMect. ,ndeed between this accident of the triangle and the triangle 
there are middles and Moining terms all of which are accidents nearer than it ». &f. stRobIno 3er 6e 
Inseparabilit\ cit. pp. -.
46 The text implies that ¶whiteness· primaril\ belongs to ¶bod\·. 2n the other hand $vicenna 
would maintain that ¶whiteness· immediatel\ belongs to ¶surface· and that it belongs to ¶bod\· 
through the mediation of ¶surface·. This last point is explicitl\ made b\ $vicenna a few lines before 
the Tuoted text while dealing with the fifth meaning of bi-ŏātiKī. The passage is interesting also 
because it witnesses another different usage b\ $vicenna of the expression ¶primar\· according 
to which primar\-ness actuall\ consists in the lacN of mediation. %urKān ,,  (pp.  lin.  -  
lin. ) : « $nd ¶b\ itself· (bi-ŏātiKī) is also said of what is primar\ (aZZalī) among the accidents >which 
are@ in the thing. %\ m\ sa\ing ¶primar\· , mean that it does not belong (lam \aʿriŐ) to another thing 
which then belongs (ʿaraŐa) to it >i. e. the thing for which the accident is supposed to be primar\@. 
5ather >¶b\ itself· is said of@ that in which there is no middle between the accident and that to which 
it belongs (al-maʿrūŐ laKū) this latter (al-maʿrūŐ laKū) being the cause of the fact that it is said to 
be an accident in another thing as when we sa\ ¶bod\ is white· and ¶surface is white·. The surface 
is white b\ itself while the bod\ is white because the surface is white ». The expression ¶primar\· 
as here emplo\ed does not conve\ the same basic idea as the expression ¶first· as emplo\ed in 
3osterior Anal\tics $  (cf. also %urKān ,,  p.  lin. -). , am inclined to draw a sharp distinction 
between the two occurrences of the expression ¶primar\· in %urKān ,,   for a reading without such 
distinction see stRobIno 3er 6e Inseparabilit\ cit. pp. -. $n analogous addition to the aristotelian 
list of the meanings of țĮșૃĮਫ਼Ĳȩ is found in themIstIus 3osteriorum Anal\ticorum 3arapKrasis ed. 0 
wAllIes 5eimer %erlin  (&$* vol. 9.) p.  lin. - (third meaning of țĮșૃĮਫ਼Ĳȩ)  cf. stRobIno 
3er 6e Inseparabilit\ cit. p.  n. . /eaving aside the Tuestion of the influence of Themistius on 
$vicenna (cf. below n. ) it is possible that such additions in Themistius· and $vicenna·s worNs 
ultimatel\ depend on the second meaning of the expression țĮșૃ੖ and the third meaning of the 
expression țĮșૃĮਫ਼Ĳȩ in 0etapK\sics ¨  (both the expressions are translated into $rabic as bi-
ŏātiKī). Metaph. ¨  a-¬: ȉઁțĮș¶੔ȜȑȖİĲĮȚʌȠȜȜĮȤ૵ȢਪȞĮȝ੻ȞĲȡȩʌȠȞ>«@ਪȞĮį੻ਥȞમʌȡȫĲ૳
ʌȑĳȣțİȖȓȖȞİıșĮȚȠੈȠȞĲઁȤȡ૵ȝĮਥȞĲૌਥʌȚĳĮȞİȓ઺Metaph. ¨  a-¬: ਩ĲȚį੻İੁਥȞĮਫ਼Ĳ૶įȑįİțĲĮȚ
ʌȡȫĲ૳ਲ਼Ĳ૵ȞĮਫ਼ĲȠ૨ĲȚȞȓȠੈȠȞਲਥʌȚĳȐȞİȚĮȜİȣț੽țĮș¶ਦĮȣĲȒȞțĮ੿ȗૌ੒ਙȞșȡȦʌȠȢțĮș¶Įਫ਼ĲȩȞāਲȖ੹ȡȥȣȤ੽
ȝȑȡȠȢĲȚĲȠ૨ਕȞșȡȫʌȠȣਥȞઞʌȡȫĲૉĲઁȗોȞ. &f. $verroes
 commentar\ on these two passages. AveRRoes 
7afsīr mā baʿd aɡ-ɡabīʿat vol.  ed. 0. bouyges deuxiqme pdition Dar El-0achreT Editeurs (,mprimerie 
&atholiTue) %e\routh  (DAL &. ) pp. - : « Then he said : $nd in another wa\ >¶b\ itself· 
(bi-ŏātiKī) is said of@ that in which >something@ is firstl\ (awwalan) b\ nature liNe the colour in the 
surface. He means : $nd in another wa\ it is said that a thing exists in >another@ thing b\ itself if it >i. 
e. the former@ exists in it >i. e. in the latter@ without an\ middle as when we sa\ that the colour exists 
in the surface b\ itself and in the bod\ not b\ itself because its existence is in the surface firstl\ and 
in the bod\ secondl\ ³ , mean that it exists as for the bod\ onl\ in its surface ». Ibid. p.  : « Then 
he said : $nd in another wa\ >¶b\ itself· (bi-ŏātiKī) is said@ if >something@ has alread\ appeared in the 
thing firstl\ or it >belongs@ to a certain thing liNe the surface for it is white b\ itself. He means : And 
b\ itself is also said of the predicates belonging to the subMect in virtue of the nature of the subMect 
without an\ middle as when we sa\ that the surface is white b\ itself i. e. firstl\ and without an\ 
middle ³ since the bod\ is white onl\ in virtue of the surface. This is as we recalled before ». ,n both 
cases $verroes explicitl\ linNs bi-ŏātiKī with lacN of mediation  moreover he states that ¶colour· and 
¶whiteness· do not belong to ¶bod\· bi-ŏātiKī while the\ belong to ¶surface· bi-ŏātiKī. ,n other words 
$verroes· interpretation of these two passages perfectl\ corresponds to $vicenna·s fifth meaning of 
bi-ŏātiKī in %urKān ,, .
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idea of ¶primar\-ness· namel\ the mediation involving intensional/extensional 
inclusions47. (c) 8nliNe $ristotle $vicenna applies the notion independentl\ of 
universal predication as it is once again witnessed b\ the examples48.
+aving established that $ristotle·s notion of ¶first· finds a place in $vicenna·s 
worN (T) can be interpreted on the basis of this notion. To use $ristotle·s 
example once more : if one had to enTuire into the accidents belonging to the 
isosceles triangle inasmush as it is a triangle the first subMect to which these 
accidents belong would be the triangle not the isosceles triangle. (T) states 
exactl\ the same about the accidents belonging to the causes inasmuch as the\ 
are existent : if one had to enTuire into these accidents the first subMect to 
which the\ belong would be the existent not the causes. 8sing the expression 
¶first subMect· $vicenna directl\ refers to the first subMect of inherence of those 
accidents. This is the reason wh\ he uses the expression ¶first subMect· rather 
than ¶subMect·. $s alread\ observed the expression must refer also to the subMect 
of metaph\sics at least indireclt\49. , will come bacN to this later but one can 
alread\ figure out $vicenna·s idea underl\ing this move : the reTuirement that 
the subMect of a science be the first subMect of inherence of the accidents enTuired 
into in that science.
,n (T) $vicenna explicitl\ speaNs about ¶the first subMect of this science· but 
it is not straightforward to understand wh\ $vicenna uses the expression ¶first 
subMect· in this passage as it was about (T) on the basis of the $ristotelian notion 
of ¶first·. ,ndeed , would claim it is not possible to understand full\ this passage 
merel\ on the basis of the $ristotelian notion nor on the basis of the Tuoted 
passage from %urKān ,, . +owever turning to $vicenna·s re-worNing of the 
Aristotelian notion in %urKān ,,  a more complex picture is found. )or present 
purposes it is enough to taNe into consideration the following statements :
%urKān ,,  (p.  lin. -  pp.  lin.  -  lin. )
« ,f the thing is predicated of the whole of the subMect (liNe the genus the 
differentia and the necessar\ concomitant accident) it is primar\ (aZZali\\an) 
for it >i. e. the subMect@ onl\ if it is not firstl\ (awwalan) predicated of something 
more common than it (in which case it would be predicated of it through the 
mediation of that thing).
>«@
47 See above feature (b) of $ristotle·s notion of ¶first·. The $vicennian approach in this passage 
is actuall\ extensional rather than intensional.
48 ¶0usic· primaril\ belongs to ¶man· even though it does not belong to ever\ man. ¶:hiteness· 
primaril\ belongs to ¶bod\· even though it does not belong to ever\ bod\.
49 See above m\ first remarN on (T) in section ,..
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$s for what is not predicated of the whole of the subMect it is not possible that 
this >belongs@ to the complex of the essential things entering the Tuiddit\ of the 
thing. 5ather it >belongs@ to the complex of the essential things entering the 
Tuiddit\ of the species of the thing or to the complex of the proper accidents 
essential to the thing. >«@ $s for the first division it is liNe the differentiae 
dividing the genus which do not divide an\ species under it at all (so that the\ 
are primar\ differentiae of the species insofar as the\ constitute them >i. e. the 
species@ without constituting their genera  while the\ are primar\ differentiae 
of the genera insofar as the\ divide them >i. e. the genera@ without dividing their 
species). $s for the second division the\ are the accidents proper to a certain 
genus which do not encompass it and >such that@ the genus does not need to 
become a certain distinct species in order to be prepared to receive such an 
accident >«@ ».
As in %urKān ,,  $vicenna here taNes into account the notion of ¶primar\· 
independentl\ of universal predication : he deals both with predicables 
belonging to the whole subMect and with predicables not belonging to the whole 
subMect. The real innovation of %urKān ,,  with respect to $ristotle·s notion of 
¶first· rather concerns feature (a) : $vicenna taNes here into account primar\ 
predicables in general appl\ing the notion of ¶primar\· be\ond the inherence of 
accidents in a subMect50.
$vicenna deals with predicables belonging to the whole subMect and 
predicables not belonging to the whole subMect separatel\ (in the first and the 
second part of the text respectivel\). To the first class belong genus differentia 
(meant as constitutive differentia) and necessar\ concomitant. To the second 
50 $s underscored b\ Strobino $vicenna·s discussion of primar\ predicates is part of his 
discussion of per se predicates. The beginning of the section on primar\ predicates maNes it clear 
that $vicenna·s concern is appl\ing the notion of ¶primar\· to predicates which are bi-ŏātiKī 
according to both the first and the second meaning of bi-ŏātiKī outlined in %urKān ,,  (the onl\ 
meanings which are relevant to the theor\ of science according to $vicenna). $s a conseTuence 
$vicenna·s notion of ¶primar\· is applied also to predicates which are constitutive of the essence of 
their subMects (per se predicates of the first Nind are included in the definition of their subMects ). &f. 
stRobIno 3er 6e Inseparabilit\ cit. pp. -. $vicenna·s application of the notion of ¶primar\· to 
predicables in general is ver\ s\stematic as will be clear. +owever in his paraphrasis of Posterior 
Anal\tics $  Themistius had alread\ spoNen about genus belonging ¶universall\· to differentiae 
and differentiae belonging ¶universall\· to species. See themIstIus 3osteriorum Anal\ticorum 
Paraphrasis p. . Themistius· explicit aim is to maNe room for the possibilit\ that genus and 
differentiae be demonstrated since demonstration is properl\ about what ¶universall\· belongs 
to something else. See also 3hiloponus referring to Themistius· opinion in IoAnnes phIloponus 
In Aristotelis Anal\tica 3osteriora &ommentaria cum Anon\mo in Librum II ed. 0. wAllIes 5eimer 
%erlin  (&$* vol. ;,,,.) p. . )or evidence of the inÁuence on $vicenna of Themistius· and 
3hiloponus· worNs on the 3osterior Anal\tics see R. stRobIno Avicenna’s 8se of tKe Arabic 7ranslations 
of the 3osterior $nal\tics and tKe Ancient &ommentar\ 7radition « Oriens »   pp. -.
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class belong divisive differentia and the proper accident which is not a necessar\ 
concomitant. )or each predicable $vicenna provides a condition which must be 
satisfied in order for it to be primar\ as summarized in the following table51 :
51 The present anal\sis of primar\ predication in %urKān ,,  is onl\ meant to highlight the 
conditions which must be fulfilled b\ each predicable in order for it to be primar\. )or a wider 
account of %urKān ,,  including an account of other distinctions regarding primar\ predicates 
see stRobIno 3er 6e Inseparabilit\ cit. pp. -. Strobino·s anal\sis however focuses onl\ on 
predicables which are predicated of the whole of the subMect (genus constitutive differentia 
necessar\ concomitant)  predicables which are not predicated of the whole of the subMect (divisive 
differentia non-coextensive proper accident) are not taNen into account. $s a conseTuence 
Strobino states that « non-primar\ predicates are more general than the subMect in that the\ need 
to hold at least of the genus of the subMect » (p. ). This is true as far as the first class of predicables 
is concerned. +owever a more complex picture is found if both classes of predicables are taNen 
into account. $ctuall\ from the extensional point of view the two classes of predicables are 
characterized b\ opposite primar\-ness conditions. *enus constitutive differentia and necessar\ 
concomitant are primaril\ predicated of the most general subMect of which the\ are predicated. 2n 
the other hand divisive differentia and non-coextensive proper accident are primaril\ predicated 
of the most specific subMect of which the\ are predicated. This striNing divergence can be accounted 
for since it is due to an actual intrinsic difference between primar\ predicables which is however 
grounded on a unitar\ notion of ¶primar\-ness·. The main idea of primar\-ness as is gathered 
from %urKān ,,  is the following : $ primaril\ belongs to % iff $ belongs to % in virtue of the fact 
that % is % not something more general nor something more specific  moreover if $ belongs 
to something more general or more specific than % ³ let it be & then it belongs to & inasmuch 
as & is % in virtue of the fact that $ belongs to %. 2n the other hand $vicenna·s application of 
¶primar\-ness· to predicables in general as is found in %urKān ,,  is not based on an absolute 
primar\-ness relation between predicates and subMects  rather it is based on a relation between 
predicates and subMects which is relative to the predicable involved in the predication. ,n other 
words a primar\-ness relation between a predicate and a subMect taNes into account the fact that 
the predicate belongs to the subMect in a definite wa\ namel\ as a definite predicable. $ccordingl\ 
from the point of view of %urKān ,,  the full statement of a primar\-ness relation is not ¶the 
predicate $ is primar\ for the subMect %·  rather it is : ¶the predicate $ is a primar\ 3 for the 
subMect %· where 3 is a given predicable. 2n the basis of the unitar\ notion of ¶primar\-ness· this 
amounts to sa\ing that $ is a primar\ 3 for % in virtue of the fact that % is %  moreover if $ is a 3 
for something more general or more specific than % ³ let it be & then $ is a 3 for & inasmuch as & 
is % in virtue of the fact that $ is a 3 for %. The extensional conditions governing the primar\-ness 
relation are determined for arbitrar\ predicates and subMects once the predicable 3 is determined. 
/et 3 be ¶genus·. Something is a genus of the more specific subMect in virtue of the fact that it is 
a genus of the more general subMect. ,ndeed a genus of the more general is also a genus of the 
more specific but the converse does not hold. &onseTuentl\ something is a primar\ genus of the 
most general subMect for which it is a genus. The same argument holds if ¶genus· is replaced with 
¶constitutive differentia· or ¶necessar\ concomitant·. /et 3 be ¶divisive differentia·. Something is a 
divisive differentia of the more general subMect in virtue of the fact that it is a divisive differentia 
of the more specific subMect. ,ndeed a divisive differentia of the more specific is also a divisive 
differentia of the more general but the converse does not hold. &onseTuentl\ something is a 
primar\ divisive differentia of the most specific subMect for which it is a divisive differentia. The 
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The following examples will help to clarif\ $vicenna·s point :
a) ¶bod\· is a genus of ¶man· but not its primar\ genus  ¶bod\· is the primar\ 
genus of ¶living bod\·  ¶animal· is the primar\ genus of ¶man· ;
b) ¶sensitive· is a constitutive differentia of ¶man· but not its primar\ 
constitutive differentia  ¶sensitive· is the primar\ constitutive differentia of 
¶animal·  ¶rational· is the primar\ constitutive differentia of ¶man· ;
c) ¶mobile· is a necessar\ concomitant of ¶man· but not one of its primar\ 
necessar\ concomitants  ¶mobile· is a primar\ necessar\ concomitant of ¶bod\· ; 
¶capable of laughing· is a primar\ necessar\ concomitant of ¶man· ;
d) ¶rational· is a divisive differentia of ¶bod\· but not its primar\ divisive 
differentia  ¶rational· is a primar\ divisive differentia of ¶animal·  ¶living· is a 
primar\ divisive differentia of ¶bod\· ;
e) ¶even· is a proper accident of ¶Tuantit\·52 but not one of its primar\ proper 
accidents  ¶even· is a primar\ proper accident of ¶number·  ¶divisible into two 
eTual parts· is a primar\ proper accident of ¶Tuantit\·.
2n the basis of this enlarged range of application of the notion of ¶primar\· 
$vicenna·s usage of the expression ¶first subMect· in (T) can be accounted 
for. $ccording to the divisio te[tus given above the content of (T) can be 
summarized thus :
52 This statement ma\ be the most difficult to accept because of the tendenc\ to use the 
expression ¶proper accident· to refer to what is here called ¶primar\ proper accident·. +owever 
in order to understand $vicenna·s point one has to maNe room for a loose meaning of ¶proper 
accident· : $ is a proper accident of % Must in case $ is an accident of % and $ is proper to % i. e. $ 
does not belong to an\thing external to % (whether $ is a proper accident also of a species of % 
being irrelevant).
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>a@ Existent qua existent is the first subMect of metaph\sics
>b@ 0etaph\sics enTuires into what attaches to the existent unconditionall\
>c@ Species of the existent
>c1@ Explanator\ remarNs on the species of the existent
>d@ 3roper accidents of the existent
>d1@ Explanator\ remarNs on the proper accidents of the existent
$t first glance the explanator\ remarNs in >c1@ and >d1@ ma\ seem to be meant 
to clarif\ >c@ and >d@ respectivel\ explaining wh\ some things are species of 
the existent and other things are its proper accidents. $ctuall\ the\ are not 
meant to clarif\ these points. ,ndeed both ¶substance· and ¶man· ma\ be called 
species of the existent  similarl\ even proper accidents of a determinate genus 
are proper accidents of the existent. 5ather >c1@ and >d1@ correspond to the 
expression ¶unconditionall\· in >b@. The\ are meant to explain wh\ the things 
mentioned in >c@ and >d@ respectivel\ attach to the existent unconditionall\.
/ooNing more closel\ at >c1@ and >d1@ one realizes that $vicenna is Must 
arguing for the fulfillment of the conditions of primar\ predication prescribed 
in %urKān ,, . ,n particular in >c1@ $vicenna maintains that the existent is 
(liNe)53 the primar\ genus of the species enTuired into in metaph\sics namel\ 
the categories. +e states that the existent does not need previous divisions in 
order to be divided into them. ,ndeed if there were a previous division the 
existent would be divided into something ³ let it be [ ³ more common than the 
categories falling under it. &onseTuentl\ the existent would be predicated of [ 
before being predicated of the subordinate categories : it would not be primaril\ 
predicated of these categories54. ,n >d1@ $vicenna maintains that the accidents 
enTuired into in metaph\sics are primar\ proper accidents of the existent. This 
is true because the existent does not need to be specified in order to receive 
those accidents55.
53 $vicenna would not affirm that the existent is a genus.
54 The idea that the existent is primaril\ divided into the categories poses a doctrinal Tuestion 
which , restrict m\self to pointing out without tr\ing to solve it here. Several passages of the 
IlāKi\\āt suggest or explicitl\ state that the existent is divided into necessar\ existent and possible 
existent. +owever IlāKi\\āt 9,,,  implies that the necessar\ existent does not fall within an\ 
of the categories. &onseTuentl\ the division of the existent into necessar\ existent and possible 
existent would be prior to the division into the categories which concerns onl\ the possible 
existent. This seemingl\ contradicts the primar\ division of the existent into the categories since 
the possible existent is more common than the categories falling under it.
55 2ne could believe this step of $vicenna·s argument to be insufficient inasmuch as $vicenna 
onl\ states the fulfillment of the primar\-ness condition concerning proper accidents which are not 
necessar\ concomitants. +owever one would reasonabl\ expect that metaph\sics enTuires into the 
necessar\ concomitants of the existent as well. &onseTuentl\ $vicenna should also argue for the 
fulfillment of the primar\-ness condition for necessar\ concomitants of the existent enTuired into in 
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, have stated that >c1@ and >d1@ correspond to the expression ¶unconditionall\·. 
2n the other hand it has been shown that >c1@ and >d1@ argue for the fulfillment 
of the conditions of primar\ predication. The reason wh\ ¶unconditionall\·56 is 
linNed to primar\ predication is the following : >c1@ if $ is a genus of % then : A is 
a primar\ genus of % if and onl\ if there is no & such that & is a species of $ and $ 
ma\ be % onl\ on the condition of being &  >d1@ if $ is a proper accident of % then : 
$ is a primar\ proper accident of % if and onl\ if there is no & such that & is a 
species of % and $ ma\ inhere in % onl\ on the condition of % being &.
%\ using the expression ¶first subMect· in (T) rather than ¶subMect· $vicenna 
means to underscore a peculiar feature that the subMect of a science must have 
namel\ its ¶firstness· with respect to the species as well as to the accidents 
enTuired into in that science. The adMective ¶first· in section >a@ refers to 
¶unconditionall\· in section >b@ which is in turn explained b\ means of primar\ 
predication in sections >c1@ and >d1@.
To conclude it is worth observing that the Strong ,nterpretation seems to 
be confirmed albeit vaguel\ and partiall\57 b\ the paragraph concerning (T) 
in the Discussions (0ubāƤaɠāt)58. The expression ¶first subMect· is here replaced b\ 
¶subMect· while the adverbial awwalan explicitl\ Tualifies the relation between 
the subMect and the categories :
0ubāƤaɠāt  (p. )59
« The subMect of the science Nnown as metaph\sics : the existent inasmuch as it 
is existent. The things sought b\ it are the things which attach to it inasmuch as 
it is existent unconditionall\. Some of these things are liNe the species such as 
substance Tuantit\ and Tualit\. ,ndeed the existent is firstl\ (awwalan) divided 
into them ».
metaph\sics. $ctuall\ in IlāKi\\āt ,  $vicenna never taNes into account necessar\ concomitants of 
the existent. Even if he did however he could do without this further proof because nothing is more 
common than the existent. &onseTuentl\ all necessar\ concomitants of the existent are primar\ 
(for the same reason ever\ accident is a proper accident of the existent while onl\ some accidents 
are its primar\ proper accidents  $vicenna proves to be aware of this last point : he explicitl\ states 
it while proving that ¶being a principle· is a proper accident of the existent ³ see below $ppendix ).
56 %\ the wa\ the expression ¶unconditionall\· in (T) is perhaps superÁuous. ,t seems to 
be meant to stress the idea alread\ conve\ed b\ the expression ¶inasmuch as it is existent· in a 
passage where this ver\ idea is essential.
57 The evidence concerns onl\ the relation between the subMect and the species. $s for proper 
accidents $vicenna·s text is Tuoted without relevant comments.
58 2n the nature of this worN see d. c. ReIsmAn The Making of the Avicennan Tradition. The 
7ransmission &ontents and 6tructure of Ibn 6īnā’s al-0uböƤaɠöt (7Ke 'iscussions %rill /eiden - 
%oston - .|ln .
59 Translation based on AvIcennA 0ubāƤaɠāt ed. m. bīdār)ar al-0aɡbaʿat-i $mƮr 4om /.
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,. . Final remarNs
%efore moving to the /atin reception of $vicenna·s notion of ¶first subMect· 
in the second section , would liNe to maNe two final remarNs on what has been 
argued in this section.
The first remarN concerns the implicit assumption in m\ exposition that the 
expression ¶first subMect· should mean the same in its two occurrences in IlāKi\\āt 
, -. 2n this basis the :eaN ,nterpretation has been declared insufficient 
without considering the possibilit\ that it could worN as far as onl\ (T) was 
concerned. 2ther instances of mixed interpretations have not been taNen into 
account either. The rationale grounding the implicit assumption is that a mixed 
interpretation should not be taNen into account unless an adeTuate unif\ing 
interpretation is not available. , believe the Strong ,nterpretation to be such an 
adeTuate unif\ing interpretation.
The second remarN concerns the possibilit\ of maintaining that both the 
:eaN ,nterpretation and the Strong ,nterpretation are correct ¶building· the 
Strong ,ntepretation upon the :eaN ,nterpretation. This would allow us to 
speaN about ¶subMects· of a science ³ in the plural ³ to refer to the actual subMect 
as well as to its species and proper accidents  the expression ¶first subMect· 
would single out the actual subMect from the other ¶subMects· at the same time 
Tualif\ing its relation to them in terms of primar\ predication. This mixed 
approach however is not necessar\ in order to explain (T) and (T) the Strong 
,nterpretation being sufficient to explain both. The onl\ advantage of this 
solution would consist in providing a wa\ to account for the plural ¶subMects· in 
$vicenna·s %urKān. 5egarding a section of $vicenna·s summa different from the 
one anal\sed here this problem is be\ond the scope of the present paper ; it is 
worth observing however that there could be other wa\s to explain the plural 
¶subMects· in %urKān : for example assuming a developmental perspective60. 
)uture research is asNed to settle this Tuestion.
60 See eIchneR Al-Fārābī and Ibn 6īnā cit. 2n the basis of a terminological anal\sis Eichner 
suggests that parts of $vicenna·s Book of the Cure such as %urKān ,,  represent « an earl\ ¶stage· 
in the development of the wording of $vicenna·s texts » (p. ) being the re-worNing of an earlier 
logical treatise b\ $vicenna although the\ belong to a relativel\ late worN liNe the Book of the Cure. 
0oreover $vicenna seems to draw on al-)öröbƮ in some cases (see above n. ). Eichner does not 
deal with the Tuestion of the pluralit\ of subMects directl\. +owever the texts she collects about 
$vicenna·s definition of ¶subMect· are interesting in this respect (pp. -) : among parallel passages 
from different worNs b\ $vicenna some texts speaN of ¶subMects· in the plural whereas others 
speaN of ¶subMect· in the singular. The matter is worth further investigation. +owever the following 
scenario would be possible : some texts belong to an earlier ¶)arabian· stage marNed b\ a loose 
notion of subMect allowing the plural ¶subMects·  the others to a later stage marNed b\ a rigorous 
notion of subMect observing the uniTueness principle. :ithin the Book of the Cure itself %urKān ,,  
would thus belong to the first stage while the IlāKi\\āt would belong to the second one.
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II. the lAtIn ReceptIon
,,. . Latin translation
$s is well Nnown $vicenna·s Book of the Cure was not translated into Latin in 
its entiret\. 0ost relevant to present purposes is the fact that as far as the Book of 
Demonstration is concerned onl\ chapter ,,  was translated61. $s a conseTuence 
$vicenna·s treatment of primar\ predication which proved to be essential 
for a full understanding of (T) and (T) was not available to /atin authors. 
$ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics were available in /atin translation though so that 
the connection could be seen between $vicenna·s expression ¶first subMect· and 
$ristotle·s notion of ¶first·.
$s for the /atin translation of (T) there are no cases of double translations 
relevant to the understanding of the text. 0oreover the /atin translation 
faithfull\ conve\s $vicenna·s main points in (T) ³ both as far as the edited 
/atin text and the text witnessed b\ manuscript 3 are concerned.
(dited Latin te[t (p.  ll. -) Manuscript P
,deo primum subiectum huius scientiae 
est ens inTuantum est ens ; et ea quae 
inTuirit sunt conseTuentia ens inTuantum 
est ens sine condicione. 4uorum Tuaedam 
sunt ei Tuasi species ut substantia 
Tuantitas et Tualitas Tuoniam esse non 
eget dividi in alia priusTuam in ista sicut 
substantia eget dividi in alia anteTuam 
perveniat ad dividendum in hominem et 
non hominem. Et ex his Tuaedam sunt ei 
Tuasi accidentalia propria sicut unum et 
multum potentia et effectus universale et 
particulare possibile et necesse. 3er hoc 
autem Tuod ens recipit haec accidentia 
et coaptatur illis non est necesse illud 
proprie fieri vel naturale vel disciplinale 
vel morale vel aliTuid aliorum.
,gitur primum subiectum huius scientiae 
esta ens inTuantum est ens. Et ex 
conseTuentibus ens inTuantum est 
ens sine condicione Tuae ipsa inTuirit 
Tuaedam sunt ei Tuasi species ut 
substantia Tuantitas Tualitas Tuoniam 
esse non eget dividi in alia priusTuam ista 
sicut substantia eget dividi in alia anteTuam 
perveniat ad dividendum in hominem et 
non hominem. Et ex his Tuaedam sunt ei 
Tuasi accidentalia propria sicut unum et 
multa potentia et effectus universale et 
particulare possibile et necesse. 3er hoc 
autem Tuod ens recipit haec accidentalia 
et coaptatur eis non est necesse illud 
proprie fieri vel naturale vel disciplinale 
vel morale vel aliTuod aliorum.
a Sup. lin. al. man.
61 See R. stRobIno Avicenna’s .itöb al-%urhön ,,. and its Latin 7ranslation b\ *undissalinus 
&ontent and 7e[t in this volume.
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Therefore the onl\ peculiarit\ of the /atin translation worth considering 
in order to outline the reception of $vicenna·s notion of ¶first subMect· is the 
case of ¶false double translations· concerning (T). ,t has alread\ been seen that 
manuscript 3 witnesses the right translation of the $rabic text while in the edited 
/atin text ¶subiectum Tuod est convenientius· replaces ¶subiectum primum·. This 
implies that (T) could suggest the meaning of the expression ¶first subMect· onl\ 
to the reader of (T) according to the text witnessed b\ 3. +owever establishing 
in a definitive wa\ that an author could read onl\ one text to the exclusion of the 
other is perhaps impossible. This is not onl\ due to the possible possession b\ 
the reader of two manuscripts witnessing competing translations but also to the 
possibilit\ that a single manuscript bears competing translations62. 2bviousl\ 
all this greatl\ complicates the picture of the reception of (T).
,,. . 'uns 6cotus on ‘first subMect’
To m\ Nnowledge the expression ¶first subMect· is not s\stematicall\ emplo\ed 
as having a proper epistemological meaning until Duns Scotus. 3revious authors 
as for example $lbert the *reat and Thomas $Tuinas had spoNen about the ¶first 
subMect· of a science  however the\ seem to emplo\ the expression ¶first subMect· 
³ at least in most cases ³ merel\ as s\non\mous with ¶subMect·63.
$s for Scotus it is reasonable to maintain that he derives the expression ¶first 
subMect· from $vicenna. ,n the first Tuestion on the first booN of the 0etapK\sics he 
Tuotes (T) as an argument e[ auctoritate for the view explicitl\ attributed to $vicenna 
at the beginning of the Tuestion that being qua being is the subMect of metaph\sics :
4uaestiones super libros metapK\sicorum /.  4.  (p. )64
« $d oppositum pro ente est $ristoteles ,9 huius in principio ut videtur manifeste 
ex intentione Tuod ¶aliTua scientia speculatur ens in Tuantum ens· et illa non est 
62 This can happen both in case this manuscript represents a possible original wa\ double 
translations were transmitted (see $rnzen·s h\pothesis concerning ¶real double translations· in 
the conclusions of ARnzen Double Translations cit.) and in case it is collated (see manuscript ) in the 
critical edition of Philosophia prima).
63 thomAs A4u,na6 In duodecim libros 0etapK\sicorum Aristotelis e[positio edd. m.-R. cAthAlA, R. 
m. spIAzzI 0arietti Torino - 5oma  /.  lin.  (p. ) : « 3hilosophus enim primus debet 
disputare contra negantes principia singularium scientiarum Tuia omnia principia firmantur 
super hoc principium Tuod affirmatio et negatio non sunt simul vera et Tuod nihil est medium 
inter ea. ,lla autem sunt propriissima huius scientiae cum seTuantur rationem entis Tuod est huius 
philosophiae primum subiectum ». $s for $lbert the *reat the matter is more complex  see below.
64 duns scotus 4uaestiones super libros 0etapK\sicorum Aristotelis Libri I-9 edd. R. AndRews, g. etzkoRn, 
g. gál, R. gReen, f. kelley, g. mARcIl, t. noone, R. wood The )ranciscan ,nstitute St. %onaventure 1. <. 
.
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aliTua particularis. $vicenna libro , 0etaph\sicae cap.  d : ´3rimum subiectum 
huius scientiae est ens in Tuantum ensµ ».
:hen coming to consider extensivel\ the view that being qua being is the 
subMect of metaph\sics Scotus includes the following argument among the ones 
supporting $vicenna·s opinion :
4uaestiones super libros metapK\sicorum /.  4.  (p. )
« ,tem ad hoc videtur esse ratio : tum >«@ Tum Tuia passiones hic consideratae 
³ puta unum et multa potentia et actus et similia ³ non videntur esse alicuius 
determinati primo sed cuiuslibet in Tuantum ens. ,llud autem videtur primum 
esse subiectum et proprium cuius primo sunt passiones Tuae per se considerantur 
in scientia ».
The expression ¶first subMect· is explicitl\ linNed to the idea that the attributes 
enTuired into in a given science should belong primaril\ to the subMect of that 
science.
,n the Ordinatio which is probabl\ posterior to the texts of the Questions on the 
0etapK\sics Tuoted above Scotus explicitl\ draws the connection between the 
expression ¶first subMect· and $ristotle·s notion of ¶first· in 3osterior Anal\tics $  ; 
moreover in the Reportata Parisiensia one finds $ristotle·s example of the triangle65 :
Ordinatio 3rol. 3ars  4.  (p. )66
« >«@ ratio primi obiecti est continere in se primo virtualiter omnes veritates 
illius habitus. >«@ Tuia primitas hic accipitur ex , 3osteriorum ex definitione 
universalis secundum Tuod dicit adaeTuationem >«@ »
5eportatio I-A 3rol. T.  a.  (p. )67
« ,stud igitur recte dicitur scientiae primum subiectum Tuia primo continet in se 
virtualiter notitiam pertinentium ad scientiam.
$dditur autem ¶primo· continere Tuia sicut illud Tuod non dependet ab alio sed 
alia ab ispo est primum ita illud dicitur primo continere Tuod non dependet ab 
65 , do not enter into details concerning Scotus· notion of ¶first subMect· of a science. See /. 
honnefeldeR (ns inTuantum ens 'er %eJriff des 6eienden als solcKen als *eJenstand der 0etapK\siN nacK 
der LeKre des -oKannes 'uns 6cotus $schendorff 0nster  pp. -.
66 duns scotus 2pera 2mnia vol I 2rdinatio 3roloJus T\pis 3ol\glottis 9aticanis &ivitas 9aticana 
.
67 duns scotus 7Ke ([amined 5eport of tKe 3aris Lecture 5eportatio I-A Latin te[t and (nJlisK 
translation $. %. wolteR 2. ). 0. 2. 9. bychkov The )ranciscan ,nstitute St. %onaventure 1< .
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aliis in continendo nec per rationem alicuius alterius continet >«@ Sicut verbi 
grati : isosceles continet virtualiter omnes conclusiones Tuas continet triangulus 
Tuia continet rationem trianguli. Sed non continet primo Tuia non per propriam 
rationem et specificam isoscelis sed per rationem trianguli ».
To conclude Scotus does not onl\ derive from $vicenna the expression ¶first 
subMect· but he also understands the main idea behind $vicenna·s expression 
b\ drawing the connection with $ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics $ . +owever 
this connection onl\ allows for a partial understanding of $vicenna·s notion 
of ¶first subMect· being limited to the relation between the subMect and its 
proper accidents to the exclusion of the relation between subMect and species. 
1onetheless it is worth observing that Scotus seems to see that the expression 
¶first subMect· in (T) should refer also to the relation between the subMect and 
the species enTuired into in a science : he speaNs about primitas and adaequatio 
in order to refer to this relation68. $ detailed anal\sis of Scotus· treatment of 
this point will not be provided here  however it is clear that the notion he has 
in mind does not perfectl\ correspond to $vicenna·s primar\ predication of 
the genus. This is not surprising insofar as a full understanding of $vicenna·s 
notion of ¶first subMect· would reTuire acTuaintance with $vicenna·s treatment 
of primar\ predication in %urKān ,,  not available to /atin readers.
,,. . Albert the Great
Even though the expression ¶first subMect· is perhaps not s\stematicall\ used 
in its technical epistemological meaning until Duns Scotus $vicenna·s notion of 
¶first subMect· seems to have deepl\ inÁuenced $lbert the *reat.
,n this respect the most interesting text is found in $lbert·s 0etapK\isica /.  
t.  c. . This is one of $lbert·s chapters most inÁuenced b\ $vicenna : following 
IlāKi\\āt , - $lbert reMects the views that the causes or *od can be the subMect 
of metaph\sics and states that this latter is rather being qua being. 2ne of the 
arguments reMecting the causes as subMect of metaph\sics is the following :
68 See the connection between ¶first subMect· and adaequatio in the text Tuoted from the 
Ordinatio. duns scotus 4uaestiones super libros metapK\sicorum Libri 9I-I; edd. R. AndRews, g. etzkoRn, 
g. gál, R. gReen, f. kelley, g. mARcIl, t. noone, R. wood The )ranciscan ,nstitute St. %onaventure 1. <. 
 /.  4.  (pp. -) : « Secunda ratio confirmatur de adaeTuatione Tuam importat primitas. 
>«@ 4uando ergo omnibus consideratis in scientia est aliTuod commune per praedicationem 
illud adaequat ». $ctuall\ Scotus does not speaN about species but about things considered in a 
science. +owever it is Tuite clear that it is the relation between being and the categories he has 
in mind here.
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0etapK\sica /.  t.  c.  (p.  lin. -)69
« Similiter autem per se esse et per accidens potentia et actus unum et multum 
idem et diversum conveniens et contrarium separatum et non-separatum et 
huiusmodi Tuae sunt passiones Tuae subiecto istius scientiae universaliter et 
ubiTue probantur inesse non seTuuntur causam inTuantum causa aut inTuantum 
est prima. Et cum passio immediata sit subiecto in scientia omni non potest esse 
causa subiectum scientiae istius ».
&omparing $lbert·s text with $vicenna·s argument in (T) one sees an 
evident structural difference : $lbert does not suppose as $vicenna does that 
metaph\sics enTuires into the accidents belonging to causes inasmuch as the\ 
are existent in order to conclude that the first subMect should be the existent ; 
rather he assumes that metaph\sics enTuires into certain definite accidents 
in order to conclude that the\ do not belong to causes inasmuch as the\ are 
causes. +owever the main idea behind the two arguments seems to be the same : 
the accidents enTuired into in a science must belong to the subMect as such70. 
$vicenna conve\s this idea in terms of ¶firstness· of the subMect ; in a similar 
vein $lbert states that the attribute must be immediate with respect to the 
subMect71. 0oreover it is noteworth\ that $lbert maNes e[plicit ³ albeit with 
a different expression ³ $vicenna·s implicit principle that the subMect must be 
first with respect to the accidents enTuired into in a science. +e does so again in 
69 AlbeRtus mAgnus 0etapK\sica Libri I-9 ed. b. geyeR $lberti 0agni 2pera 2mnia t. ;9, p. , 
$schendorff 0nster .
70 ,t is worth observing that $lbert does not sa\ that the accidents enTuired into in 
metaph\sics do not follow upon the cause absolutel\ but that the\ do not follow upon the cause 
qua cause. The same Nind of argument is also used b\ $lbert to reMect the view that *od is the 
subMect of metaph\sics. 0etapK\sica /.  t.  c.  (p.  lin. -) : « $dhuc passiones in hac scientia 
consideratae Tuae supra inductae sunt non conseTuuntur immediate deum et divina  igitur 
subiectum non potest deus huius esse scientiae ». /eaving aside what $lbert calls divina whether 
metaph\sical attributes follow upon *od at all ³ albeit not immediatel\ ³ is a Tuestion linNed to 
the problem of the relation between *od and the subMect of metaph\sics which will not be dealt 
with here. )or an overview of the problem together with an attempt to answer it and further 
references see t. b. noone Albert tKe *reat’s &onception of 0etapK\sical .noZledJe in I. m. ResnIck ed. 
A &ompanion to Albert tKe *reat 7KeoloJ\ 3KilosopK\ and tKe 6ciences %rill /eiden  pp. -.
71 ,n one passage $lbert seems to linN the expression ¶subiectum primum· to the expression 
¶immediate·. 0etapK\sica /.  t.  c.  (p.  lin. -) : « >«@ sed cognoscit de his Tuae fluunt 
immediate ab ente Tuod est subiectum primum >«@ ». 2n the other hand the former is used 
independentl\ of the latter as well. 0etapK\sica /.  t.  c.  (p.  lin. -) : « Sic enim unum 
genus vocamus Tuod est unum et primum subiectum ad Tuod alia TuocumTue modo omnia 
referuntur. 3alam igitur est de ente omni esse scientiam unam ut de subiecto >«@ Et haec eadem 
est de speciebus entis omnibus et specierum speciebus secundum Tuod ad ens primum sicut ad 
unum subiectum TuocumTue modo referuntur ».
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the following chapter where the ver\ unit\ of a science is said to depend on the 
relation of immediate-ness between subMect and accidents72.
The fact that $vicenna·s notion of ¶first subMect· corresponds as far as 
accidents are concerned73 to $lbert·s ¶immediate-ness· is confirmed b\ $lbert·s 
commentar\ on 3osterior Anal\tics $  where the eTuivalence between the 
expressions ¶first subMect· and ¶immediate subMect· is implied :
Anal\tica posteriora /.  t.  c.  (p. )74
« 8niversale autem tunc esse dicitur in demonstrativis secundum inductam 
determinationem cum demonstratur esse in Tuolibet hoc est in Tualibet parte 
subMecti : quia aliter non esset de omni : et monstratur primo hoc est immediate 
inesse cuilibet per subMectum primum. Et sic primum est Tuod inter ipsum et 
passionem aliud subMectum non intercidit >«@
>«@ sed isosceles habet Tuidem fortasse duobus rectis aeTuales tres angulos 
sed non habet tres primum sive primo vel primitus hoc est sicut immediatum 
subMectum ex Tuo tota illa Áuit passio. >«@ 3rimum autem dico : quia isosceles 
non est primum sive immediatum subMectum passionis secundum se totius >«@ ».
$ll this considered $lbert·s argument against the causes as subMect of 
metaph\sics would seem to be derived from (T). ,n particular $lbert would 
seem to understand Neenl\ the meaning of ¶first subMect· and to conve\ it b\ 
speaNing of immediate attributes75. +owever this picture is onl\ possible on 
the assumption that $lbert reads the /atin text as witnessed b\ manuscript 3. 
72 0etapK\sica /.  t.  c.  (p.  lin. -) : « $lia autem unitate unitur ad passiones et haec 
est immediatio substandi passionibus Tuae insunt ei sicut Tuaelibet unitur scientia et tantum 
extenditur illa unitas Tuantum extenditur immediatio subiecti ad TuascumTue passiones ».
73 There is at least one passage where $lbert ma\ appl\ the notion of ¶immediate-ness· to 
species as well  an\wa\ he does not maNe explicit what this would amount to. 0etapK\sica /.  
t.  c.  (p.  lin. -) : « Sicut enim in antehabitis diximus in una et eadem scientia diversi 
sunt modi sciendi ita Tuod primum subiectum Tuod prius se non habet ex posterioribus Tuae 
potestate sunt in ipso scitur per divisionem eo Tuod per priora sciri non potest. Et partes eiusdem 
subiecti Tuae priora se habent sciuntur per diffinitionem et passiones tam subiecti Tuam partium 
subiecti per collectivam sive s\llogisticam demonstrationem sciuntur. Sed secundum hoc scientia 
non est effectus demonstrationis sive habitus conclusionis tantum sed est habitus omnium eorum 
quae ad idem immediate ordinantur ». 2bserve that the expression ¶primum subiectum· could be 
independent of the expression ¶immediate· being Must s\non\mous with ¶subiectum· or referring to 
the fact that the subMect is prior to its parts.
74 AlbeRtus mAgnus Anal\tica 3osteriora ed. $. boRgnet 2pera 2mnia vol. ,, 9ivqs 3aris .
75 2bserve that this is problematic. ,t has been said that $ristotle·s notion of ¶first· should 
appl\ to the subMect of an accident whose inherence is demonstrated while $ristotle·s immediate 
propositions are indemonstrable premisses. $lbert uses the adMective ¶immediate· in both cases. 
&f. AlbeRtus mAgnus Anal\tica 3osteriora /.  t.  c. .
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2n the contrar\ $lbert seems to rel\ on the edited /atin text for a Tuotation 
from Philosophia prima ,9  in 0etapK\sica /.  t.  c. 76. Examining other 
Tuotations of $vicenna·s Philosophia prima in $lbert·s worNs future research will 
be in a better position to evaluate the possibilit\ that $lbert could read (T) as 
witnessed b\ manuscript 3.
 
conclusIons
$vicenna·s expression ¶first subMect· refers to the same thing as the expression 
¶subMect· does. +owever the two expressions are not merel\ s\non\mous. 
$vicenna emplo\s ¶first subMect· ³ at least in his IlāKi\\āt ³ when he needs to 
underscore a given propert\ of the subMect of a science namel\ its ¶firstness· 
with respect to the species and to the accidents enTuired into in that science. 
Such concept of ¶firstness· derives from 3osterior Anal\tics $  but $vicenna·s 
re-worNing in %urKān ,,  is necessar\ in order to appl\ it be\ond the domain 
of accidents Tualif\ing the relation between the subMect and given species. 
0oreover $vicenna·s texts do not onl\ introduce the notion of ¶first subMect· 
but also suggest albeit implicitl\ an epistemological principle which an item 
must observe in order to be the subMect of a science namel\ : something is the 
subMect of a science if and onl\ if it is ¶first· with respect to the species as well as 
to the accidents enTuired into in that science.
$vicenna·s two main texts on the issue in the IlāKi\\āt — (T1) and (T2) — 
were translated into /atin together with the rest of the worN. :hile the /atin 
translation of (T) is not problematic in (T) a case of ¶false double translations· 
is found concerning the ver\ expression ¶first subMect·. Despite this problem 
concerning one of the two main pieces of textual evidence $vicenna·s original 
notion of ¶first subMect· seems to have passed into /atin philosoph\ inÁuencing 
/atin authors such as $lbert the *reat and Duns Scotus. The\ understand what 
$vicenna means b\ ¶first subMect· as far as one side of the issue i. e. the relation 
between subMect and accidents is concerned b\ linNing this expression to 
$ristotle·s 3osterior Anal\tics $  as $vicenna did. 0oreover the\ explicitl\ state 
$vicenna·s implicit epistemological principle recalled above. The other side of 
the issue namel\ the relation between subMect and species that $vicenna has in 
mind probabl\ remained opaTue to them due to the lacN of a /atin translation 
of $vicenna·s treatment of the topic in his re-worNing of the 3osterior Anal\tics 
within the Book of the Cure (%urKān ,, ).
76 This point has been shown b\ $mos %ertolacci in A. beRtolAccI «¬Subtilius speculando¬». 
Le citazioni della 3hilosophia 3rima di Avicenna nel Commento alla 0etafisica di Alberto Magno 
« Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale »   pp. -. See pp. -.
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AppendIx 1. on the sIgnIfIcAnce of the ‘fIRst subject’ epIstemologIcAl pRIncIple
$s alread\ underscored $vicenna·s texts impl\ the principle according to 
which something can be the subMect of a science onl\ if it is ¶first· with respect 
to the species as well as to the accidents enTuired into in that science. %oth 
this principle and the resulting notion of ¶first subMect· can be considered as 
$vicenna·s own epistemological innovations in the histor\ of philosoph\. 
+owever one could wonder whether this principle is correct at all i. e. whether 
it is reasonable to reTuire that the subMect of a science be ¶first·. Since species 
and accidents can be considered independentl\ of each other the Tuestions are 
actuall\ two : ¶,s the principle correct as far as species are concerned "·  ¶,s the 
principle correct as far as accidents are concerned "·. &onseTuentl\ the possible 
answers to the main Tuestion are four : (i) \es/\es  (ii) \es/no  (iii) no/\es  (iv) 
no/no. , would argue for the correctness of the principle for species as well as 
for accidents i. e. , would incline towards answer (i) :
(Species) Suppose S1...Sn are all the (mutuall\ exclusive) species enTuired into 
b\ a science and * is the subMect of that science. +ence there are *1...*m such 
that : * is the primar\ genus of all and onl\ *1...*m  for ever\ i there is M such that 
Si   *M or Si is one of the species of *M. There are two cases. () S...Sn cover the whole 
e[tension of *. Then enTuiring into S1...Sn is eventuall\ the same as enTuiring into 
*1...*m whose primar\ genus is * namel\ the subMect. () S...Sn do not cover the 
ZKole e[tension of *. This case is in turn divided into two sub-cases. (a) There is 
some M such that S...Sn are all species of GM. Then there would be no reason for * to be 
chosen as the subMect rather than *M  moreover choosing * as the subMect would 
commit the science to enTuire into the whole of * against the assumption that 
S1...Sn are all the species enTuired into. The subMect could onl\ be *M against the 
assumption that it was *. (b) S...Sn are not all species of a unique GM. Then the onl\ 
genus encompassing all S1...Sn would be *. +owever the science whose subMect 
is * should also enTuire into a species different from each of S1...Sn against the 
assumption that S1...Sn are all the species enTuired into. &onseTuentl\ there 
would be no science enTuiring into all and onl\ S1...Sn.
($ccidents) ,f a science should not enTuire onl\ into the primar\ proper 
accidents of its subMect there would be no distinction of sciences at all. )or 
example : metaph\sics should enTuire into the accidents belonging to its 
subMect inasmuch as it is specified as mathematical namel\ into the primar\ 
proper accidents of mathematical Tuantit\  on the other hand if necessar\ 
concomitants are taNen into account mathematics should enTuire into the 
necessar\ concomitants belonging to its subMect inasmuch as it is existent 
namel\ into the primar\ necessar\ concomitants of the existent. &onseTuentl\ 
there would be onl\ one discipline rather than different sciences. $ccording to 
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$vicenna this discipline would rather be dialectics or sophistics77  an\wa\ it 
would not be philosophical falling short of the epistemological reTuirements 
prescribed for science.
AppendIx 2. AvIcennA on the AccIdents of the exIstent
,n several passages of IlāKi\\āt ,  $vicenna states that certain attributes are 
accidents ³ or proper accidents ³ of the existent. Despite never emplo\ing the 
expression ¶primar\ proper accidents· in IlāKi\\āt , 78 it is clear that $vicenna refers 
to primar\ proper accidents when he genericall\ speaNs about proper accidents of 
the existent and ³ even more genericall\79 ³ about accidents of the existent.
Three passages are worth mentioning. 2ne of them is the last section of (T) :
IlāKi\\āt ,  (p.  lin. -)
« $nd some of these are liNe its80 proper accidents such as the one and the 
man\ potenc\ and act the universal and the particular the possible and the 
necessar\. ,ndeed in order to receive these accidents and to be prepared for 
them the existent does not need to be specified as natural mathematical ethical 
or something else ».
,t has alread\ been shown that $vicenna·s main goal in the Tuoted passage 
is to state the primar\-ness of the accidents which are listed : to this end he 
underscores the fact that the existent does not need to be specified in order to 
receive them.
The scope of the other two passages is wider and more features of primar\ 
proper accidents are mentioned. ,n the first one $vicenna means to show that 
the common notions are proper accidents of the existent :
IlāKi\\āt ,  (p.  lin. -)
« >a@ >These things@ are not proper accidents of an\ of the subMects of these 
particular sciences >b@ nor are the\ >an\@ of the things whose existence is but 
77 &f. IlāKi\\āt ,  (p.  lin. -). $ctuall\ $vicenna states that the metaph\sician (qua 
metaph\sician) does not deal with the Tuestions of particular sciences while the dialectician and 
the sophist do.
78 1or in an\ other chapter in the IlāKi\\āt. See beRtolAccI The Reception cit. pp. - 
($ppendix ) ² The terminolog\ for ¶propert\· in the IlāKi\\āt).
79 %\ sa\ing ¶even more genericall\· , onl\ refer to a conceptual distinction since all the 
accidents of the existent cannot but be proper accidents.
80 Bertolacci : add. lahɫ (beRtolAccI The Reception cit. p. ).
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the existence of the attributes of the essences (Za-la\sat min al-umūri llatī \aNūnu 
ZuǧūduKā illā Zuǧūda l-ɓifāti li-l-ŏaZāti). >c@ The\ are not >an\@ of the attributes 
which belong to ever\ thing either (>in which case@ each one of them would be 
common to ever\ thing) >d@ nor is it possible that the\ are proper to a >single@ 
categor\. >e@ ,t is not possible that the\ are >an\@ of the accidents of something 
but of the existent inasmuch as it is existent ».
The passage is not completel\ perspicuous both in its overall structure and 
about some of its details (in particular it is not immediatel\ clear the meaning 
of >b@ and the role of >c@).
,n the second passage $vicenna means to show that ¶being a principle· is a 
proper accident of the existent. To this end he argues thus :
IlāKi\\āt ,  (p.  lin. -)
« >a@ The answer to this is that also the investigation of the principles is an 
examination of the accidents of this subMect >b@ because the fact that the existent 
is a principle is not constitutive of it >i. e. of the existent@ >c@ nor is it impossible 
about it. >d@ 5ather with respect to the nature of the existent it is something 
accidental to it. >e@ $nd it is >one@ of the accidents proper to it >f@ because there 
is nothing more common than the existent so that it could primaril\ attach to 
something else >i. e. other than the existent@  >g@ nor does the existent need to 
become ph\sical mathematical or something else in order that being a principle 
belongs to it ».
The steps of the argument are clearer than the ones of the first passage. 
+owever it is useful to highlight the overall meaning and the unit\ of the 
argument especiall\ because this could help to clarif\ the first passage whose 
goal is expressl\ the same.
The two passages are similar inasmuch as both aim to show that some 
attributes are primar\ proper accidents of the existent b\ means of the same 
Nind of reasoning namel\ b\ den\ing that the\ are something else. Therefore in 
order to understand the argument it is necessar\ to identif\ which alternatives 
are to be ruled out.
$n attribute which is a primar\ proper accident of a given subMect must fulfill 
the primar\-ness condition concerning proper accidents : proper accidents 
which are not primar\ are to be ruled out. +owever before ascertaining the 
fulfillment of the primar\-ness condition it is necessar\ to ascertain that such 
an attribute is a proper accident : all other predicables are to be ruled out (cf. 
the table in section ,.). *oing into details a primar\ proper accident of a given 
subMect must be :
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i) an accident ³ which in turn implies that it must be (a) inherent in the 
subMect (so as to rule out attributes which cannot be predicated at all of the 
subMect) and (b) non-essential81 to it and to its species (so as to rule out genus and 
differentia ³ both constitutive and divisive) ;
ii) proper (so as to rule out non-proper accidents which are predicated of 
something not falling within the subMect) ;
iii) non-coextensive with the subMect (so as to rule out necessar\ concomitants) ;
iv) primar\ (so as to rule out non-primar\ proper accidents).
The following table is an attempt to read the Tuoted texts according to this 
frameworN :
Thesis 1e a d ea
i-a) ,nherent --- 2c
i-b) 1on-essential b b
ii) 3roper --- f
iii) 1on-coextensive 1c ---
iv) 3rimar\ a d g
a , prefer to distinguish between >d@ and >e@ insofar as >e@ could be meant to state something 
stronger than >d@. ,n particular it is possible to consider >d@ as the conclusion of >b@ and >c@ 
while >e@ would reTuire also >f@ and >g@ in order to be proved.
$s the table shows both passages are incomplete. ,n the second text the 
fact that ¶being a principle· is not coextensive with the existent is not explicitl\ 
stated. The several sections of the text maNe the following points : >b@ ¶being 
a principle· is not constitutive of the existent namel\ : it is not essential to it ; 
>c@ it is possible that the existent be a principle namel\ : ¶being a principle· can 
inhere to the existent  >f@ there is nothing more common than the existent 
which implies that ¶being a principle· cannot but be proper to the existent82 ; 
>g@ ¶being a principle· is a primar\ proper accident inasmuch as it fulfills the 
primar\-ness condition.
,n the first text $vicenna does not explicitl\ state that the attributes he is 
considering are proper to the existent nor does he state that the\ can inhere 
to the existent. $s for the difficult phrase in >b@ , am not entirel\ sure of its 
81 +ere and in what follows , mean ¶essential· as s\non\mous with ¶constitutive·.
82 The text could seem to suggest that >f@ concerns the fulfillment of the primar\-ness 
condition (« ...so that it could primaril\ attach to something else »). +owever this is not the case. 
>f@ onl\ states that ¶being a principle· is proper to the existent. ,f something is a proper accident 
of $ it cannot be a primar\ proper accident of an\thing more common than $. This does not 
amount to sa\ing that it is a primar\ proper accident of $.
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exact meaning. +owever it seems to me that the best wa\ to explain its role 
within the argument is to read the expression al-ɓifāt li-l-ŏaZāt as meaning 
¶essential attributes· ³ in other words $vicenna would not refer to attributes 
attaching to essences but to attributes which are ¶of the essences· inasmuch 
as the\ enter within the essences83. ,n >c@ the possibilit\ is ruled out that the 
attributes in Tuestion are necessar\ concomitants of the existent since the\ 
are not as common as the existent. )inall\ >a@ and >d@ are meant to state the 
fulfillment of the primar\-ness condition : $vicenna denies that these attributes 
can be proper accidents of the subMect of a particular science (in which case the\ 
would be enTuired into b\ such particular science) and that the\ can be proper 
accidents of a single categor\ (in which case the subMect of the science enTuiring 
into them would be such categor\).
83 ,f this is correct >b@ would have the same role as >b@ in the other text. +owever while 
>b@ onl\ denies that ¶being a principle· is essential to the existent >b@ refers to ¶essences· in the 
plural. ,t is plausible to read >b@ as den\ing that the attributes taNen into account are essential to 
the subMects of particular sciences (which implies that the\ are not essential to the existent either).
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Scholarship has recentl\ underscored the relevance of $vicenna·s achievements 
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in IlāKi\\āt , -. ,n the second part the /atin reception of the $vicennian notion is 
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explain how and to which extent /atin authors could and actuall\ did understand the 
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The Latin Translation and the Original Version of the 
,lāhi\\āt (6FiHQFH Rf 'iYiQH 7hiQJV) of Avicenna’s Kitāb al-Šifāʾ*
The Latin translation of the IlāKi\\āt (6cience of 'ivine 7KinJs), namely of 
the metaph\sical section of $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ (%ooN of tKe &ure, or : of tKe 
HealinJ, according to another possible interpretation of the key-term of the 
title), is not the specular image of the Arabic text of the work1. This translation 
— penned in all likelihood in Toledo in the second half of the XII century, 
ascribed to Dominicus *undissalvi or *undissalinus in some /atin manuscripts 
and edited by Simone Van Riet between 1977 and 1983 with the title Liber de 
3KilosopKia 3rima sive 6cientia 'ivina (henceforth : 3KilosopKia prima) — differs 
from the $rabic text available in the standard printing published in &airo in 
1960 in a few respects2. Since the Latin translation is among the most ancient 
extant witnesses of the IlāKi\\āt presentl\ available ³ more precisel\ it is one 
* This article gathers the provisional results of the research conducted in the proMect 
¶3hilosoph\ on the %order of &ivilizations and ,ntellectual Endeavours : Towards a Critical 
Edition of the Metaphysics (IlāKi\\āt of .itāb al-əifāʾ) of $vicenna (,bn SƮnö)· ($cron\m 
¶3hi%or· -) financed b\ the European 5esearch &ouncil (www.avicennaproMect.
eu). I am particularly grateful to Tommaso Alpina (Scuola Normale Superiore, Pisa) for 
his invaluable help in gathering the data presented here and to 5oland +issette (Thomas-
,nstitut &ologne) for his Neen observations on a draft of the present paper. 0\ gratitude 
goes also to M. Aouad and M. Sebti, and A. Speer and D. Wirmer, organizers of the meetings 
¶-ournpe d·ptude dans le cadre du spminaire 5ecKercKes en cours sur la falsafa· (&15S &entre 
-ean 3epin 835  9illeMuif  1ovember ) and ¶$verroes und die arabische hebrlische 
und lateinische 5ezeption der aristotelischen 1aturphilosophie· (8niversit\ of &ologne  
December ) for having invited me to present topics related to this article and to all the 
participants for their comments. I wish to thank warmly the two anonymous referees for 
their precious remarks. 
1 AvicennA LAtinus, Liber de 3KilosopKia prima sive 6cientia divina I-I9. Édition critique par s. 
vAn Riet. Introduction par G. veRbeke 3eeters - %rill /ouvain - /eiden  ; AvicennA LAtinus Liber 
de 3KilosopKia prima sive 6cientia divina 9-;. Édition critique par s. vAn Riet. Introduction par G. 
veRbeke 3eeters - %rill /ouvain - /eiden  ; AvicennA LAtinus Liber de 3KilosopKia prima sive 6cientia 
divina I-; Lexiques par s. vAn Riet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain-la-1euve - /eiden  (pp. - : 
addenda et corriJenda regarding the previous two volumes).
2 ibn sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-IlāKi\\āt (, edd. Ɯə4anawatī, s. Zāy,d al-+a\ʾa al-ʿömma li-ɐuʾɫn al-
maɡöbiʿ al-amƮri\\a &airo  ; ibn sīnā, Al-əifāʾ al-IlāKi\\āt (, edd. 0y0ū6ā, 6dunyā, s. Zāy,d, 
al-+a\ʾa al-ʿömma li-ɐuʾɫn al-maɡöbiʿ al-amƮri\\a &airo .
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of the sixth oldest surviving testimonia of the worN currentl\ Nnown3 — any 
peculiarity of its text is worth special attention.
By comparing the edition Van Riet of the 3KilosopKia prima and the Cairo 
printing of the $rabic text one notices two maMor differences. )irst the last 
two chapters of the work, which are a sort of appendix on practical philosophy 
with many Islamic underpinnings, are summarized rather than translated into 
Latin, differently from what the translator does with the rest of the work, whose 
translation is ver\ literal. This first difference is in all liNelihood intentional4, 
although the reasons behind the translator·s choice of summarizing rather than 
translating chapters ;.- can be various (for example the awareness that these 
chapters though appended b\ $vicenna to metaph\sics were extraneous to this 
discipline  the reluctance to conve\ non-&hristian i.e. distinctl\ ,slamic notions 
and ideas ; the inability to translate unfamiliar Islamic tenets or the intention of 
sparing the readers notions and ideas hardly understandable by them, etc.)5.
The second main difference of the 3KilosopKia 3rima with respect to its 
Arabic counterpart, on the contrary, does not seem to be imputable to the 
translator·s intervention since ³ contrar\ to the first one ³ it regards a topic 
surely belonging to metaphysics, with no direct religious implication : it is the 
disposition of chapters in the fifth treatise of the worN dealing with universals 
and the resulting order of exposition of topics regarding this theory. This 
variation is shared b\ both the so-called ¶$ncient text· and ¶5evised Text· of the 
3KilosopKia 3rima distinguished b\ 9an 5iet and does not seem to be involved in 
the phenomenon of ¶double translations· that affects otherwise single terms or 
3 See the Appendix, below. It is worth remarking that the Latin translation (second half of 
the XII c.) represents only the terminus ante Tuem for the dating of its Arabic exemplar, and that 
nothing prevents this latter to stand higher in the chronological classification of witnesses.
4 No Arabic manuscript known to date summarizes in the same way the text of the last two 
chapters of the work.
5 See s. didonAto, I traduttori di fronte alle citazioni coranicKe : errori ed estraneitj culturale Il caso 
di un trattato di Averroq, in J. HAmesse, o. WeiJeRs éds., ecriture et rppcriture des te[tes pKilosopKiTues 
mpdipvau[ 9olume d’KommaJe offert j &olette 6irat, Brepols, Turnhout 2006, pp. 45-61 ; dnhAsse, 
Abbreviation in 0edieval Arabic 7ranslations from Arabic, in  R. W,6n296ky, F. WALLis, J. c. Fumo, c. FRAenkeL 
eds., 9eKicles of 7ransmission 7ranslation and 7ransformation in 0edieval &ultures, Brepols, Turnhout 
2011, pp. 159-172. Also in his 'e scientiis *undisalvi ³ the probable translator of the IlāKi\\āt — 
abridges the part of )öröbƮ·s IƤɓāʾ al-ʿulūm (&ataloJue of tKe 6ciences) most involved with ,slamic 
issues (political sciences and Murisprudence are shortened whereas dialectical theolog\ is totall\ 
omitted). 2ne ma\ wonder whether *undisalvi·s ecclesiastic capacit\ of canon or the bishop of 
Toledo·s sponsorship of the /atin translation of the əifāʾ, played any role in this tendency to omit 
the ,slamic elements of $vicenna·s discourse. The contention « Dominicus *undisalvi ... did not 
abbreviate in an\ significant manner » (dnhAsse, Latin Averroes 7ranslations of tKe First Half of 
tKe 7KirteentK &entur\ *eorg 2lms 9erlag +ildesheim - =rich - 1ew <orN  p. ) applies of 
course, to the parts of his translations that are verbatim translations, rather than abridgements.
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phrases of the translation6. In other words, all Latin witnesses of the 3KilosopKia 3rima 
presentl\ Nnown conve\ the variation at staNe and its origin cannot be imputed to 
any stage of the transmission history of the Latin translation itself. This is the only 
¶structural· variation of the roster of chapters within a treatise of the IlāKi\\āt that 
one finds in the /atin translation and appears to be rooted in the $rabic bacNground 
of the translation, as we are going to see. The present contribution deals with this 
second difference. )or the saNe of convenience , label ¶9ersio /atina· the outlooN of 
treatise V that the Latin translation exhibits. The term of comparison is the content 
of Treatise V that one can read in most of the manuscripts and in all the Arabic 
printings of the IlāKi\\āt which , call ¶9ersio 9ulgata·. 
, have alread\ documented elsewhere that the /atin translation witnesses a 
version of the structure of treatise 9 of the IlāKi\\āt remarkably different from 
the one transmitted by the Versio Vulgata, and that some Arabic testimonia 
attest alternative structural variations of this same treatise7. ,n this previous 
contribution , advanced the h\pothesis that at least some of the variations 
taken into account — all of which look deliberate, rather than accidental — 
might amount to distinct stages of composition and diffusion (what I called, for 
the saNe of brevit\ ¶recensions·) of the worN as is the case with other writings 
of $vicenna8  that $vicenna did not necessaril\ authored all the documented 
versions of treatise 9 so that some accounts of the structure of this treatise 
might not be due to him  and that the non-authorial versions of treatise 9 
possibl\ originated in $vicenna·s atelier, with particular regard to the role played 
therein b\ the secretar\ and biographer of $vicenna $bɫ ʿ8ba\d al-ƜɫzƏönƮ. 
The aim of the present article is to corroborate widen and refine the 
outcomes of previous research in three directions. )irst b\ showing that among 
the structural variations of the 9ersio 9ulgata of treatise 9 of the IlāKi\\āt 
Nnown to date the 9ersio /atina is the most relevant. Second b\ enlarging 
6 On the issue of the precise nature and correct interpretation of the phenomenon of ‘double 
translations· in the 3KilosopKia 3rima and in the other parts of the $vicenna /atinus see the article 
b\ 5. $rnzen in the present volume.
7 A. beRtoLAcci, HoZ 0an\ 5ecensions of Avicenna’s .itāb al-əifāʾ ?, « Oriens », 40/2, 2012, pp. 275-
303. The Latin translation is taken into account on pp. 287-290.
8 The treatise Fī l-Aǧrām al-ʿ8lZi\\a (2n tKe 6upernal %odies) whose two recensions are 
documented in d*utAs, 7Ke 6tud\ of Avicenna 6tatus 4uaestionis atTue AJenda, « Documenti e studi 
sulla tradizione filosofica medievale », 21, 2010, pp. 45-64 (esp. pp. 60-61 ; cf. beRtoLAcci, HoZ 0an\ 
5ecensions cit., p. 276, n. 1), is not an unique case : see, for instance, the multiple recensions of 
$vicenna·s commentar\ on the 7KeoloJ\ of Aristotle (Avicenne, &ommentaire sur le livre Lambda de la 
0ptapK\siTue d’Aristote, edd. m. G(2))r2y, J. JAnssens, m. sebti 9rin 3aris ) and of $vicenna·s 
work on phonetics mentioned by A. bAusAni, L’enciclopedia dei fratelli della puritj 5iassunto con 
Introduzione e breve commento dei  trattati o (pistole deJli ,Nhwön aɓ-ɓaföʾ ,stituto 8niversitario 
Orientale, Napoli 1978, p. 196.
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the evidence that points at the existence of an $rabic counterpart of the 
9ersio /atina. Third b\ suggesting that the tendencies of $vicenna·s school 
during the master·s lifetime and shortl\ afterwards can shed light on wh\ and 
by whom the account of the structure of treatise V of the IlāKi\\āt originally 
devised b\ $vicenna might have been modified strenghtening the h\pothesis 
of an intervention b\ $vicenna·s direct disciples in general and of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ in 
particular. 2n all these accounts we are now in a better position to evaluate the 
relationship of the Versio Vulgata with the Versio Latina, both in a chronological 
and in a genetic perspective and to formulate some sensible h\pothesis on their 
respective positions in the compositional histor\ of the IlāKi\\āt.
, divide the exposition into three parts. ,n the first , summarize preliminaril\ 
the outlook of treatise V in the Versio Vulgata. In the second, I take into account 
how treatise V is structured in the Versio Latina, according to the Latin translation 
and the various $rabic testimonia of this wa\ of structuring it. ,n the third , 
discuss a series of interrelated issues. $bout some of them , am more positive 
arguing (i) that the Versio Latina is probably more original than the Versio 
Vulgata ; (ii) that the Versio Vulgata might respond to a deliberate intention to 
maNe the content of treatise 9 more compliant with the account of universals 
provided b\ $vicenna himself in the logic of the əifāʾ and, in general, with the 
traditional pre-$vicennian wa\s of expounding the doctrine of universals ; (iii) 
and that the 9ersio 9ulgata was arguabl\ the product of $vicenna·s school 
as the result of shared concerns and theoretical debates that prompted the 
decision of modif\ing $vicenna·s original text through the intervention in all 
liNelihood of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ. , am more dubitative instead about some further 
issues namel\ (iv) how precisel\ the /atin translation relates to the $rabic 
bacNground from which it stems (v) and whether the 9ersio /atina can be taNen 
as the outlooN of treatise 9 intended and licensed b\ $vicenna or it also conve\s 
elements of later non authorial modifications with regard to the original plan 
of the treatise. The Appendix contains a list of the earliest extant dated Arabic 
manuscripts of the IlāKi\\āt of $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ in the first two centuries 
of its manuscript transmission (V-VI/XI-XII c.), among which the exemplar of 
the Latin translation should be included.
i. tHe veRsio vuLGAtA
In the current printing of the IlāKi\\āt published in &airo in  the fifth 
treatise of the work consists of nine chapters, whose content is summarized in 
their respective titles. :hereas the text of the titles ³ in this case as in the 
rest of the worN ³ comes in all liNelihood from $vicenna the precise wa\ of 
numbering the chapters in the &airo printing is largel\ due to the editors· 
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intervention9. Numeration apart, the amount and order of chapters of treatise 
9 that the &airo printing conve\s is attested b\ the maMorit\ of codices : beside 
the manuscripts used by the Cairo editors and the Tehran lithograph of 1885, it 
is also found in a variet\ of other manuscripts some of which are Tuite ancient. 
This surel\ Mustifies calling ¶9ersio 9ulgata· the outlooN of treatise 9 that one 
finds in the &airo printing.
Treatise V in the Versio Vulgata
V.1 : &hapter on common things >  universals@ and the modalit\ of their existence 
(pp. 195-206)
V.2 : &hapter on the modalit\ according to which universalit\ belongs to universal 
natures (completion of the discussion of this >topic@) and on the difference 
between whole and part universal and particular (pp. -)
V.3 : Chapter on the distinction between genus and matter (pp. 213-219)
V.4 : Chapter on the modality according to which the notions external to the 
genus enter into its nature (pp. 220-227)
V.5 : Chapter on the species (pp. 228-229)
V.6 : Chapter on determining and ascertaining the differentia (pp. 230-235)
V.7 : &hapter on determining the relationship between the definition and the 
thing defined (pp. -)
V.8 : &hapter on the definition (pp. -)
V.9 : &hapter on the relationship between the definition and its parts (pp. -
252)
9 The Cairo editors places two kinds of numeration before each of the chapters of treatise V (as 
well as of the other treatises of the IlāKi\\āt) : first the\ report between sTuare bracNets the term 
¶chapter· (faɓl) followed by an ordinal number written in letters (only in the case of chapter V.7 
the square brackets are absent, possibly because of a misprint) ; second, they add between round 
brackets a cardinal numeration by means of the abMad system (on this system of numeration, see 
A. GAcek, Arabic 0anuscripts A 9ademecum for 5eaders, Brill, Leiden 2009, pp. 11-13)  finall\ the\ 
report again the term ¶chapter· and the corresponding title. The first t\pe of numeration (without 
square brackets) is adopted in some places of the Tehran lithograph of the IlāKi\\āt published in 
1885 and used in the Cairo printing (see, for example, chapters I.1 and I.2). The second kind of 
numeration is attested without round bracNets in ms. &airo 0aNtabat al-$zhar al-əarƮf %eḫƮt 
331 falsafa, also used in the Cairo printing : it is placed above the various occurrences of the term 
¶chapter· followed b\ the corresponding title (see for instance chapters 9. and 9.). These two 
Ninds of numeration however are not freTuentl\ attested in the text of manuscripts where often 
onl\ the term ¶chapter· and the corresponding title appear  the\ occur in various extents in the 
lists of chapters occasionally added to the text of the IlāKi\\āt in manuscripts, or in numerations 
appended to the single chapters in the margins. 2ther codices place cardinal consecutive $rabic 
numerals, not abMad letters above the various occurrences of the term ¶chapter· in the text (see 
for instance ms. /ondon ,ndia 2ffice >now : %ritish /ibrar\ 2riental and ,ndia 2ffice &ollections@ 
Islamic 1811).
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The structure of the treatise at stake in the Versio Vulgata looks prima 
facie straightforward : two introductor\ chapters (9.-) regarding universals 
in general are followed b\ a series of chapters dealing with the universals 
that constitute the essence of things, namely genus (V.3-4), species (V.5) and 
differentia (V.6) ; the last three chapters (V.7-9), on the other hand, focus on 
issues concerning the definition. :hereas chapters 9.- are the resumption 
and the ontological ¶foundation· in metaph\sics of topics alread\ discussed 
in the logical part of the əifāʾ (especiall\ in the first section of logic which 
corresponds to 3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe) the last two chapters (9.-) are $vicenna·s 
reformulation of themes expounded by Aristotle in 0etapK\sics booN =eta 
chapters 4-6, 10, and 1510. 
2n closer inspection however the arrangement of the nine chapters of the 
fifth treatise is less coherent than it ma\ seem at first sight. ,n particular three 
structural problems emerge. (a) )irst chapter 9. is unexpectedl\ ver\ short 
(less than one page and half, i.e. sixteen lines, in the Cairo edition), being in this 
wa\ the shortest chapter of the treatise. Since it is pivotal in the la\out of the 
treatise because of its centrality, and considered the importance of its topic, as 
expressed by its title (the species, namely the most important of the essential 
universals) one would expect this chapter to be much lengthier. The impression 
of an anomalous shortness is confirmed b\ the comparison of chapter 9. with 
the chapters of the rest of the work : chapter V.5 is by far the shortest chapter 
not only of treatise V, but also of the IlāKi\\āt in its entirety: more precisely, 
it ranges over less than one third of the extent of the chapter that follows it 
in the ranN of shortness i.e. chapter ,. which covers fift\-six lines. ,t should 
be recalled however that chapter ,. is an introductor\ chapter devoted to 
summarize preliminarily the content of the IlāKi\\āt  its relative shortness 
therefore is not at all surprising. The exceptional brevit\ of chapter 9. b\ 
contrast is incongruous with the average length of the chapters of treatise 9 
and of the other chapters of the IlāKi\\āt, as the following chart shows.
10 )or further information on $vicenna·s dependence on 0etapK\sics = in chapters 9.- of the 
IlāKi\\āt, see the notes to the translation in Libro della *uariJione Le &ose 'ivine di $vicenna (,bn 
SƮnö) a cura di A. beRtoLAcci 8TET (8nione Tipografico-Editrice Torinese) Turin  pp. -.
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(b) Second the respective position of chapters 9. and 9. is troublesome. 
&hapter 9. according to its title deals with definition in general. 1onetheless 
it follows, rather than preceding, chapter V.7, whose topic is a particular aspect 
of definition namel\ the relationship of the definition with the thing defined. 
On the basis of its title, therefore, chapter V.8 would be more suitable than 
chapter 9. to initiate the treatment of definition within treatise 9. (c) Third the 
initial sentence of chapter V.8 (« What we must now make known is the manner 
in which tKinJs are defined tKe relation of definition to tKem, and the difference 
between a thing·s Tuiddit\ and form », emphasis added) resumes expressly the 
topic mentioned in the title of chapter V.7, and stresses the continuity of the two 
chapters, rather than their distinctness, making their separation problematic. 
:ith regard to these problems a further observation is in order : two of the 
¶anomalous· chapters of the 9ersio 9ulgata recalled before namel\ the extremel\ 
succinct chapter V.5, and the chapter V.8 that stands in close continuity with 
the preceding textual unit bear ver\ short titles (¶&hapter on species· ¶&hapter 
on definition· respectivel\) in comparison with the more comprehensive and 
articulated titles of the other chapters of treatise 9. These latter invariabl\ 
integrate the mention of their main topics (liNe universals genus differentia) 
with supplementary notations, according to a tendency whose climax is reached 
in chapter 9.. %revit\ in titles of chapters is not totall\ unusual in the IlāKi\\āt11, 
but represents, both in treatise V and in the IlāKi\\āt tout court, the exception to 
the rule12. 
11 See for example the eTuall\ short title of chapter ,;. ¶&hapter on the >celestial@ destination 
>of human souls after death@· faɓl fī l-maʿād).
12 ,n some manuscripts chapter 9. bears a longer title (¶&hapter on definition and its parts·) 
that echoes the title of chapter V.9 : this might reinforce the impression of an uncertain and 
problematic status of the title of chapter V.8.
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It can be hardly coincidental that exactly the three chapters (V.5 ; V.7 ; V.8) 
that present the structural difficulties Must recalled figure in the 9ersio /atina in 
a radically different way with respect to the Versio Vulgata, thus producing an 
overall la\out of treatise 9 that is largel\ peculiar in terms of articulation and 
disposition of chapters.
ii. tHe veRsio LAtinA
II.1 7Ke Latin 7ranslation
The 9ersio /atina finds in the /atin medieval translation its most accomplished 
representative although it is witnessed also b\ $rabic testimonia (see below section 
II.2). Taking the Latin translation as model, we get the following picture of treatise V :
Treatise V in the Versio Latina (according to the Latin translation)
I Capitulum de rebus communibus et quomodo est esse earum [= V.1 in the Versio 
9ulgata@
,, &apitulum Tualiter naturas comitatur universalitas et completur dictio in hoc 
et deinde de differentia universalis et particularis ad totum et partem >  9.@
,,, &apitulum de assignanda differentia inter genus et materiam >  9.@
IV Capitulum de intellectibus qui sunt extra intentionem generis quomodo 
recipiuntur intra naturam generis >  9.  9.@
9 &apitulum de assignanda comparatione definitionis et definiti >  9.  9.@
9, &apitulum de differentia et eius certitudine >  9.@
9,, &apitulum de comparatione definitionis cum partibus suis >  9.@
The first three chapters of the /atin translation (,-,,,) faithfull\ reÁect 
chapters V.1-3 of the Versio Vulgata. The fourth chapter (IV), on the other hand, 
is the result of the conÁation of chapters 9. and 9.. Two other consecutive 
chapters (9. and 9.) are not onl\ conÁated in a single chapter but also placed 
as the fifth unit (9) of the treatise i.e. the\ are moved before the chapter that 
precedes them in the Cairo edition (V.6), which becomes the sixth chapter (VI) of 
the treatise. The seventh last chapter (9,,) of the /atin translation corresponds 
to chapter 9. in the 9ersio 9ulgata. The variations with respect to the 9ersio 
Vulgata are hence of three types : to start with a first pair of consecutive chapters 
(9. 9.) is conÁated  second a further pair of consecutive chapters (9. 9.) is 
conÁated  finall\ the second pair of consecutive chapters is transposed before 
the chapter that precedes them in the Versio Vulgata (chapters V.7-8 are placed 
before chapter V.6). In this way, the Latin translation presents treatise V in its 
entiret\ as consisting of onl\ seven chapters.
%\ means of this arrangement of chapters the /atin translation provides a 
sufficientl\ coherent outlooN of treatise 9. $fter the two introductor\ chapters 
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on universals in general the reader finds two chapters dealing with the genus one 
chapter devoted to the species/definition one chapter taNing into account the 
differentia and one chapter facing the relationship between the definition and its 
parts (one of which is, of course, the differentia). In this way, the three structural 
problems that the Versio Vulgata presents — namely (a) the succinctness of chapter 
V.5 ; (b) the structural priority of a chapter (V.7) dealing with a particular aspect 
of definition with respect to a chapter (9.) dealing with definition in general ; 
and (c) the unnatural severing of chapter 9. from chapter 9. on account of the 
affinit\ of their content ³ do not subsist an\more : (a) the annexation of chapter 
V.5 to chapter V.4 considerably extends chapter V.5 e[ parte ante ; (b) in so far as 
chapter V.8 is the continuation of chapter V.7, it does not bear any title and the 
impression ³ conve\ed b\ its title ³ of a K\steron proteron of its topic with respect 
to the topic of the preceding chapter vanishes ; (c) being merged with chapter V.7, 
chapter V.8 is perfectly allowed to show thematic similarities with the preceding 
chapter. 0oreover not being independent units and not bearing therefore an\ 
title chapters 9. and 9. are saved from the troublesome excessive shortness of 
their titles with respect to $vicenna·s normal usage.
The rearrangement of the chapters of treatise V that occurs in the Latin 
translation is too complex to be coincidental. ,t is hard to believe that the two 
conÁations and the transposition are produced b\ bare mechanical accidents of 
the process of copy, which would recur and concentrate in Treatise V, be it on the 
Arabic or the Latin side of the textual transmission : the elaborated character of 
the outlook of Treatise in the Latin translation with respect to the Versio Vulgata 
excludes its accidental nature. 2n the other hand it is eTuall\ hard to believe that 
the Latin translator(s) used an Arabic manuscript (or a sample of Arabic codices) 
in which the series of chapters of treatise V was as it is in the Versio Vulgata, 
but decided on his (their) own to give a new arrangement to the structure of the 
treatise. $ similar case never happens again in the 3KilosopKia prima (in which 
the last two chapters are abbreviated as we have seen but maintained in their 
original order one after the other), and one wonders why it should occur only in 
Treatise V if it depended on a deliberate action of the Latin translator(s).
That the Versio Latina is neither an accidental result of the process of copy, 
nor the effect of the /atin translator·s creativit\ is confirmed b\ the evidence 
provided b\ $rabic manuscripts.
II.2 7Ke Arabic (vidence 
%esides the /atin translation a significant sample of the $rabic manuscripts 
of the IlāKi\\āt presentl\ Nnown bears traces in various extents and amounts of 
the Versio Latina. In the wider framework of the manuscripts of the work known 
to date, about two-hundred and thirty codices contain a portion of Treatise V 
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sufficient to evaluate the presence or lacN thereof of the 9ersio /atina13. The 
maMorit\ of these manuscripts witness the 9ersio 9ulgata of this treatise as , 
have alread\ pointed out  others however document relevant differences with 
respect to the Versio Vulgata, which are tantamount to similarities with respect 
to the 9ersio /atina in an ascending line of structural variation that brings 
some manuscripts to be structurall\ ver\ similar to the /atin translation and 
therefore, suitable to be considered testimonia of the Versio Latina. Pieces of 
evidence of the 9ersio /atina are spread in more than fifteen manuscripts so as 
to maNe the amount of evidence in Tuestion though small with respect to the 
overall number of witnesses of the 9ersio 9ulgata considerable in itself. 
The following types of data are discussed in the present section. 1) Some 
manuscripts of the IlāKi\\āt report, in marginalia or in preliminary indices, 
lists of chapters of treatise V squarely identical to the Versio Latina. 2) Some 
manuscripts show evident similarities between the actual content of treatise 9 
and the 9ersio /atina. ) Some aspects of the 9ersio /atina appear to govern also 
the wa\ in which treatise 9 was Tuoted b\ earl\ and authoritative followers of 
$vicenna. Testimonia of t\pe ) and ) are not alwa\s distinct although not all 
witnesses of t\pe ) are also witnesses of t\pe ) and vice-versa.
II.2.1 Lists of Chapters 
The first t\pe of evidence considered here puts us in front of a ver\ precise 
correspondence : some manuscripts report lists of chapters of treatise V in 
which exactl\ the same seven chapters that we find in the /atin Translation 
are mentioned according to the same order b\ means of their respective titles. 
This happens not only in marginal glosses written in correspondence of the 
beginning of treatise V — as in the case of ms. Berlin, Deutsche Staatsbibliothek, 
0inutoli  copied in +/- in ,ɓfahön and alread\ considered in the 
aforementioned article — but also into the main text of manuscripts immediately 
before treatise V, i.e. as a transition between the end of treatise IV and the 
beginning of treatise V14. 
13 See www.avicennaproMect.eu section ¶0anuscripts//ist (per nations)· as of -ul\ . 
$n overview of the manuscripts of the IlāKi\\āt of $vicenna·s əifāʾ (with a special focus on the 
codices preserved in TurNe\) is provided in A. beRtoLAcci, Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ (Book of the 
Cure/+ealing) : 7Ke 0anuscripts 3reserved in 7urNe\ and 7Keir 6iJnificance, in 7Ke 5eception of tKe 
&lassical Arabic 3KilosopK\ in tKe 2ttoman (mpire Proceedings of the Workshop of the International 
$ssociated /aborator\ ¶3hilosophie dans l·aire ottomane· ,stanbul - 1ovember  ed. J. 
JAbbouR, 0planJes de l’8niversitp 6aint -osepK, 67, 2017, forthcoming.
14 ,n the first case the lists are often written b\ hands that are different from the main 
hands of the manuscripts, whereas in the second case the hands of the lists and the hands of the 
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The following table compares the roster of chapters of treatise V in the Latin 
translation with (a) an example of marginal gloss appended to treatise V, similar 
to the one found in the Berlin manuscript, and (b) an instance of a preliminary 
account of the contents of treatise 9 in seven chapters placed between treatise 
,9 and treatise 9. The most ancient manuscripts Nnown so far that bear evidence 
of (a) and (b) have been chosen as witnesses. ,f one observes the three cases 
s\nopticall\ the correspondence is evident and striNing.
Latin Translation (a) Marginal List of 
Chapters at the beginning 





(b) List of Chapters between 
the end of treatise IV and 
the beginning of treatise 
V in Ms. Kolkata, Asiatic 
Society of Bengal Library, 
$r.  (+/-  the 
date of copy probably refers 
not to this ms., apparently 
copied in XI/XVII c., but 
to its exemplar), fol. 1144r 
>r@b
I Capitulum de rebus 
communibus et quomodo 
est esse earum >  9.@
>@ (΍) On common things 
and how their existence is
>@ The first >chapter@ : 
Chapter on common things 
and how their existence is
II Capitulum qualiter 
naturas comitatur 
universalitas et completur 
dictio in hoc et deinde de 
differentia universalis et 
particularis ad totum et 
partem >  9.@
>@ (Ώ) On the modality 
according to which 
universalit\ pertains 
to universal natures 
(completion of the 
discussion of this >topic@) 
and on the difference 
between whole and part, 
universal and particular 
>@ The second >chapter@ : 
On the modality according 
to which universalit\ 
pertains to universal 
natures (completion of the 
discussion of this >topic@) 
and on the difference 
between whole and part, 
universal and particular 
III Capitulum de assignanda 
differentia inter genus et 
materiam >  9.@
>@ (Ν) On the distinction 
between genus and matter 
>@ The third >chapter@ : 2n 
the distinction between 
genus and matter 
manuscripts are usually identical. In the second case, the lists of chapters of treatise V are usually 
preceded and followed by analogous lists of chapters of the other treatises of the work at the 
beginning of these latter. $ third case of preliminar\ overviews of the contents of treatise 9 is 
given b\ the tables (rather than lists) of chapters that one finds in some manuscripts : these tables, 
however do not provide significant evidence for the issue at staNe since the\ often report treatise 
9 according to the 9ersio 9ulgata with some occasional variations.
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IV Capitulum de 
intellectibus qui sunt 
extra intentionem generis 
quomodo recipiuntur intra 
naturam generis [= V.4 + 
9 .  @
>@ (Ω) On the fact that the 
notions external to the 
genus supervene upon the 
genus· nature
>@ The fourth >chapter@ : 
On the fact that the notions 
external to the genus 
supervene upon the genus· 
nature
V Capitulum de assignanda 
comparatione definitionis 
et definiti >  9.  9.@
>@ (ϩ) On determining the 
relationship between the 
definition and the thing 
defined 
>@ The fifth >chapter@ : 
On determining the 
relationship between the 
definition and the thing 
d e fi n e d 
VI Capitulum de differentia 
et eius certitudine >  9.@
>@ (ϭ) On the differentia 
and its ascertainment 
>@ The sixth >chapter@ : 
On the differentia and its 
ascertainment
VII Capitulum de 
comparatione definitionis 
cum partibus suis >  9.@
>@ (ί) On the relationship 
between the definition and 
its parts
>@ The seventh >chapter@ : 
On the relationship 
between the definition and 
its parts
a The similar marginal gloss in 0s. %erlin 0inutoli  (+/-) fol. r reports 
incompletel\ the titles of the chapters numbered as first (¶&hapter on common things·) and as 
fifth (¶&hapter on determining the definition and the thing defined·) and inserts a mistaNe in the 
title of the chapter numbered as second (‘On the modality according to which quantity [Nammi\\a, 
instead of : universalit\ Nulli\\a@ pertains to universal natures etc.·) : see BeRtoLAcci, HoZ 0an\ 
5ecensions cit. p.  (where the mistaNe in the tile of the fifth chapter is overlooNed). %oth the 
ms. Berlin and the ms. Ankara at the beginning of treatise V originally report this treatise as 
consisting of eight chapters (¶The fifth treatise in which eight chapters >are@· ms. %erlin  ¶The fifth 
treatise >of@ eight chapters· ms. $nNara) a numerical indication corrected into ¶seven· after the 
insertion of the marginal gloss at stake. 
b &f. the similar list in 0s. 0ashhad .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  (before 
+/-) fol. r and 0s. 3aris %1) $r.  (ŗɫ l-ƤiƎƎa +/-anuar\-)ebruar\ ) 
fol. 431r : in both cases the term ¶chapter· after the ordinal number at the beginning (omitted b\ 
ms. .olNata) is alwa\s explicitl\ given.
The relevance of these lists of chapters of treatise 9 that agree with the /atin 
translation should not be underestimated, since they might be somehow related 
to the overall conspectus of topics which according to his biograph\ $vicenna 
used to compose most of the əifāʾ15.
15 « The Master wrote down the main topics (ruʾūs al-masāʾil) in approximately twenty quires of 
one-eighth >octavo "@ size continuing on it for two da\s until he had written down the main topics 
without the presence of a book or source to consult, but entirely from his memory and by heart. 
Then he placed these quires before him, took a sheet of paper, examined each problem and wrote a 
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This first t\pe of evidence is somehow corroborated b\ a related though 
much weaNer Nind of evidence. 0anuscripts sometimes indicate that treatise 
9 is made of seven chapters as in the 9ersio /atina rather than nine as in the 
9ersio 9ulgata  this indication can be found either at the beginning of the əifāʾ 
or at the beginning of the IlāKi\\āt or at the beginning of treatise 9 itself b\ 
means of the sole numeral ¶seven· (written in letters) without an\ list of titles16. 
This evidence however is feeble : first of all number  and number  can be easil\ 
confused in the process of cop\ because of their graphic similarit\ when the\ 
are written without dots (¶seven· ةعبـس sabʿa  ¶nine· ةعـست tisʿa)  moreover the 
number seven taNen b\ itself indicates the lacN of an\ two chapters whatsoever 
of treatise 9 according to the 9ersio 9ulgata not necessaril\ of the two chapters 
that are absent in the 9ersio /atina. 
,,.. $ctual &ontent of 0anuscripts
3assing now from external elements liNe the lists or counts of chapters seen 
in the previous section to more internal features namel\ the actual content of 
commentar\ on it. +e would write fift\ pages ever\ da\ until he had finished all of the ´3h\sicsµ and 
´0etaph\sicsµ with the exception of the booN on $nimals and 3lants. +e then began on the ´/ogicµ 
and wrote one section of it » (7Ke Life of Ibn 6ina A &ritical edition and Annotated 7ranslation b\ W. E. 
Gohlman State 8niversit\ of 1ew <orN 3ress $lban\ 1ew <orN  p.  modified  for the inclusion 
of botan\ besides zoolog\ among the parts of the natural philosoph\ not written b\ $vicenna in 
this phase see ibid. the critical apparatus of the $rabic text). The precise extent of the conspectus 
of topics of the əifāʾ that $vicenna wrote is uncertain : it cannot be excluded that it was all-inclusive 
encompassing not onl\ the parts of the worN written immediatel\ after it according to this passage ³ 
namel\ the main bulN of natural 3hilosoph\ (with the exception of zoolog\ and botan\) metaph\sics 
and probabl\ the first section of logic ³ but also those written before and afterwards.
16 See for example 0s. ,stanbul Sle\mani\e .tphanesi Damat ,brahim 3aߞa  (+/-
) where the number ¶seven· applied to the chapters of treatise 9 occurs at the beginning of the əifāʾ.
 $ seTuential numeration of the chapters of treatise 9 that mirrors the 9ersio /atina rather 
than the 9ersio 9ulgata is occasionall\ found in the margins of manuscripts in correspondence 
with the chapters of this treatise relevant for the 9ersio /atina : this happens for instance in the 
alread\ mentioned 0s. 0ashhad .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 5azavƮ  in which a marginal 
numeration b\ means of ordinal numbers (written in letters) is added b\ a different hand to 
chapters 9.- - and  to the exclusion of chapter 9. (which the manuscript nonetheless 
contains as independent unit ; see point d) of the present section). %ut since this manuscript 
contains a list of seven chapters in accordance with the 9ersio /atina at the beginning of treatise 9 
(see above p.  n. b) the marginal numeration of chapters of treatise 9 that reÁects the 9ersio 
/atina might derive from this list rather than being an additional piece of evidence. 0arginal 
numerations in eight chapters rather than seven are also found : see for instance 0s. &airo 
Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a  ƤiNma Za-falsafa ( əawwal +/ -anuar\ ) in which the 
marginal abMad numeration of chapters provided b\ a different hand does not taNe into account 
&hapter 9.. $t the beginning of treatise 9 (fol. r) the main hand of this manuscript reports 
in the left margin that this treatise consists of eight chapters (« and in it eight chapters >are@ »).
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treatise 9 we find a further t\pe of evidence : some Arabic manuscripts present a 
layout of treatise V similar to the one displayed in the Versio Latina. In this case, 
however the correspondence between the /atin Translation on the one hand 
and the $rabic manuscripts on the other is not exact. :e rather observe that 
the distinct features of the Versio Latina tend to spread in distinct manuscripts, 
or group of manuscripts as the result of a sort of structural ¶diffraction·. 
+owever at the same time these same features tend also to concentrate in other 
manuscripts, according to a trend that brings some manuscripts to instantiate 
almost integrall\ the 9ersio /atina without however being its precise duplicate.
0ore specificall\ we are in front of the following fourfold scenario. (a) ,n 
some manuscripts, chapters V.7 and V.8 are merged, as in the Versio Latina, 
without however being placed before &hapter 9.18
(b) &onversel\ in other manuscripts chapters 9. and 9. are placed before 
chapter 9. as in the 9ersio /atina without however being merged. ,n this wa\ 
these manuscripts display the same sequence of chapters of the Versio Vulgata 
that the Versio Latina reproduces, but all the nine chapters of the Versio 
Vulgata, although arranged as in the Versio Latina, remain discrete units, with 
no merging of a chapter with another19.
(c) Some manuscripts both transpose chapters in accordance with the Versio 
Latina and merge some of them. Thus, in at least one manuscript chapters V.7 
and V.8 are merged and placed before chapter V.6, whereas chapters V.4 and 
9. remain distinct. This happens in 0s. 0ashhad .itöbḫönah-i Įstön-i 4uds-i 
5azavƮ  which is one of the most ancient witnesses of the IlāKi\\āt having 
been copied before +/-20.
(d) :e come finall\ to the most important piece of evidence at our disposal : 
in at least one manuscript, the sequence of all chapters is as in the Versio Latina, 
chapters V.7 and V.8 are merged and placed before Chapter V.6, and chapters 
18 0s. /eiden 8niversiteitsbibliotheeN 2r.  (*olius &ollection) (&atalogue &&2 nr. ) (before ;/
XVI c.) displays no transition from chapter V.7 to chapter V.8 in the main text ; the title of chapter V.8 is 
added in the margin b\ a different hand. ,n 0s. 2xford %odleian /ibrar\ 3ococNe  (8ri·s catalogue 
, ) (Ɯumödj , +/0arch-$pril  or +/1ovember-December ) the descriptive part 
of the title of chapter 9  (¶« on the definition·) is absent and onl\ the term faɓl (¶&hapter·) appears.
19 See 0ss. $ligarh 0aulana $zad /ibrar\ $ligarh 0uslim 8niversit\ SubƤön $llöh / 
ʿA  $ligarh 0aulana $zad /ibrar\ $ligarh 0uslim 8niversit\ 8niversit\ ʿ8lɫm  ʿA (before 
+/-) ; Rampur, Rampur Raza Library, 3483 ω (+/-)  Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 
0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i 0illƮ (now : .itöbḫönah-i 0aƏlis-i Shɫrö-\i ,slömƮ   3arliament /ibrar\)  
(Thursda\  5abƮʿ ,, +/ 0arch ). ,n 0s. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i 
,ran (  1ational /ibrar\)  (ɜafar +/)ebruar\-0arch ) the same seTuence of chapters 
is awNwardl\ brought in agreement with the list of seven chapters of the 9ersio /atina of treatise 
9 that one finds at the beginning of treatise 9.
20 On the list of chapters of treatise V corresponding to the Versio Latina that this manuscript 
presents at the beginning of treatise 9 see above pag.  n. b.
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V.4 and V.5 are partially merged. The climax of this tendency of concentration 
of the features of the Versio Latina in an Arabic codex is reached by Ms. Tehran, 
.itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran (  1ational /ibrar\)  (;/;9, c.)21, 
which presents a layout of treatise V almost identical to the Versio Latina, namely 
a fifth chapter corresponding Mointl\ to chapters 9. and 9. of the 9ersio 9ulgata 
and a seventh chapter corresponding to chapter 9. of the 9ersio 9ulgata. The onl\ 
difference between the Ms. Tehran and the Versio Latina is that, after the fourth 
chapter corresponding to chapter V.4 of the Versio Vulgata, the Ms. Tehran places 
another chapter, without number : this further chapter has the same title and 
content of chapter V.5 of the Versio Vulgata, but is not numbered (the following 
chapter in the manuscript is in fact expressl\ recNoned as fifth chapter).
Treatise 9 in 0s. Tehran .itöbḫönah-i 0illƮ Ɯumhɫri-\i ,slami-\i ,ran (  1ational 
Library), 1327 (X/XVI c.)
Chapters 1 2 3 4 --- * 5 6 7 
Versio 
Latina 





Vulgata V.4 V.5* V.7 V.8 V.9 
--- = without number
   chapters bearing the same title (¶2n the species· fī l-naZʿ)
0s. Tehran 0illƮ  is the most precise $rabic counterpart of the /atin 
translation of treatise V presently known.
,,.. 4uotations
The indirect tradition also offers some important clues on the present subMect 
thanNs to authors who lived shortl\ after $vicenna and whose intellectual 
pedigree was linked with him. Whereas the debates on metaphysical topics 
performed within $vicenna·s school and recorded in the 0ubāƤaɠāt ('iscussions) 
or in the 7aʿlīTāt  (Annotations) do not provide relevant data22, much more 
21 This manuscript constitutes the second part of the codex named ¶0illƮ · b\ <. 0ahdavƮ in 
his description of the content of the əifāʾ in y0ahda9ī, FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā, 
,ntiɐöröt-i Döniɐgöh-\i Tihrön Tehran +ɐ/ pp. -.
22 The 0ubāƤaɠāt contain a synopsis (talḫīɓ) of the IlāKi\\āt ascribed to %ahman\ör which 
however does not contain passages from treatise 9 (see d&reismAn, 7Ke 0aNinJ of tKe Avicennan 
7radition  7Ke 7ransmission &ontents and 6tructure of Ibn 6īnāʾs al-0uböƤaɠöt (The Discussions) %rill 
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interesting is the case of the quotations of the IlāKi\\āt by a second-generation 
student of $vicenna $bɫ l-ʿ$bbös )aŐl ,bn 0uƤammad al-/awNarƮ ³ who lived 
between the 9-9,/;,-;,, centuries and was a student of %ahman\ör ,bn al-
0arzubön (d. +/) ³ in his main philosophical worN %a\ān al-ƩaTT bi-
Őamān al-ɓidT (&larification of tKe 7rutK ZitK tKe *uarantee of tKe 9eracit\)23. The 
metaph\sical section of /awNarƮ·s %a\ān, as the rest of the work, is modeled 
upon the large summa of $vicennian philosoph\ written b\ /awNarƮ·s master 
%ahman\ör (the .itāb al-7aƤɓīl, or .itāb al-7aƤɓīlāt, %ooN of tKe 9alidated .noZledJe, 
or 7Ke 'iJest), but it also contains references to the IlāKi\\āt that are independent 
from %ahman\ör·s worN. 
,n /awNarƮ·s %a\ān, eight chapters correspond to treatise V of the IlāKi\\āt 
(chapters  to  of the metaph\sical section). ,n the first four of them /awNarƮ 
depends mainl\ (although not exclusivel\) on %ahman\ör·s citations of treatise 
V of the IlāKi\\āt in chapters IV.2-5 of the second book of the 7aƤɓīl (ii.IV.2-5), 
whereas in the remaining four chapters he does not rel\ an\more on %ahman\ör 
(whose quotations of treatise V of the IlāKi\\āt in the 7aƤɓīl stop at ii.IV.5) and 
draws from this treatise independentl\ from %ahman\ör. The following table 
gives a more precise idea of /awNarƮ·s compositional strateg\ (the loci of treatise 
9 that /awNarƮ Tuotes directl\ are reported in bold). 
AL-Lawkarī, %a\ān al-ƩaTT bi-Őamān al-ɓidT Al-4ism al-IlāKī, ed. ,dī%āƜī, Tehran 1995, pp. 
154-206




















V.5 V.8 V.6 V.9 
/eiden  p.  and $ppendix ) ,.%.c. p.  ; II, p. 300). Among the references to the IlāKi\\āt 
in the 7aʿlīTāt analyzed by J. JAnssens, Ibn 6īnā’s TaʿlƮTöt  7Ke 3resence of 3arapKrases of and 6uper-
&ommentaries on tKe ,löhƮ\öt of tKe əiföʾ, in F. opWis, d&reismAn eds., Islamic 3KilosopK\ 6cience and 
5eliJion  6tudies in Honor of 'imitri *utas, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2012, pp. 201-222, only one regards 
chapter V.2 (see ibid. p. ) whereas two others deal with the issue of specific difference (ibid., p. 
203, n. 9 ; p. 209) but are not regarded by Janssens as referring to treatise V.
23 R. mARcotte, 3reliminar\ 1otes on tKe Life and :orNs of Abū al-ʿAbbās al-LaZNarī (d ca , 
« Anaquel de Estudios Árabes », 17, 2006, pp. 133-157 ; J. JAnssens, Al-LaZNarī’s 5eception of Ibn 
6īnā’s IlāKi\\āt, in dnhAsse, A. beRtoLAcci eds., 7Ke Arabic HebreZ and Latin 5eception of Avicenna’s 
0etapK\sics, De Gruyter, Berlin 2012, pp. 7-26.
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)or the present purposes it is interesting to observe that alread\ in the first 
chapter (25) of the %a\ān /awNarƮ does not simpl\ Tuote %ahman\ör·s succinct 
account of chapters V.1 and V.2 of the IlāKi\\āt, but he also quotes further passages 
of the same chapters independentl\ from %ahman\ör. This means that /awNarƮ 
had an access (arguably direct) to the text of the IlāKi\\āt, and in particualar of 
treatise 9 different from the indirect access to it provided b\ %ahman\ör. 0ore 
importantly, when, in the last four chapters (29-32) of the %a\ān /awNarƮ stops 
citing %ahman\ör and Tuotes directl\ from treatise 9 of the IlāKi\\āt, he quotes, 
in the order, chapters V.5, V.8, V.6, and V.9. A main similarity with the Versio 
/atina is evident : also in /awNarƮ chapter 9. of the IlāKi\\āt precedes chapter 
V.6. As in the Versio Vulgata, chapter V.5 and chapter V.8 are independent from, 
respectivel\ chapter 9. and chapter 9. since each of them corresponds to an 
independent structural unit in /awNarƮ·s worN (chapters  and  respectivel\) 
and bears its own title. ,t is liNel\ that /awNarƮ did not Tuote at all chapter 9. 
of the Versio Vulgata in this context, since chapter V.7 is a chapter cited by 
%ahman\ör in chapter ii.,9. of the 7aƤɓīl alread\ Tuoted b\ /awNarƮ in chapter 
. ,t remains therefore uncertain which place chapter 9. had in /awNarƮ·s 
copy of the IlāKi\\āt : we can speculate that the version of the IlāKi\\āt known 
to /awNarƮ presented chapter 9. immediatel\ before chapter 9. and that 
therefore the seTuence of chapters of treatise 9 available to /awNarƮ was 9.-
4, V.5, V.7, V.8, V.6, V.9, as in the Versio Latina, but in discrete form, as in the 
witnesses of t\pe (b) taNen into account in the previous section.
II.3 3rovisional 5esults
The evidential basis corroborating the existence of an $rabic counterpart of 
the Versio Latina is now considerably larger than before. The Versio Latina is, in 
fact, witnessed not only by the 3KilosopKia 3rima, but also by Arabic manuscripts 
not consulted or insufficientl\ inspected in the current $rabic edition. 0ore 
specificall\ whereas onl\ one piece of evidence from the $rabic side was Nnown 
so far, namely the list of chapters that is reported in the Berlin manuscript 
mentioned above the data now available embrace not onl\ further instances 
of the same t\pe of evidence (similar lists of chapters of treatise 9 in other 
manuscripts), but also the actual content of this treatise in some codices, and 
the citations of treatise V by subsequent authors. 
This allows to draw some provisional conclusions. )irst the existence of 
several $rabic witnesses of the 9ersio /atina confirms that this latter is not an 
intentional modification of treatise 9 introduced arbitraril\ into the translation 
b\ the /atin translator himself who for some reasons decided to conve\ a version 
of treatise V different from the Versio Vulgata that he could read in his Arabic 
model  this modification rather lies outside the scope of the translator·s possible 
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interventions and depends on the $rabic exemplar of the /atin translation. 1o 
alternative h\pothesis is viable : in particular, it looks unlikely that all the Arabic 
witnesses of the 9ersio /atina that have been discussed above might bear traces 
retroactivel\ of the arbitrar\ choice supposedl\ made b\ the /atin translator in 
a different cultural and linguistic context and at the remote Western periphery 
of the Muslim world, especially because some of the Arabic witnesses in question 
appear to be coeval if not older than the /atin translation itself.
Second, the plurality, both in number and in typology, of the Arabic 
witnesses of the 9ersio /atina prompts also to exclude that the variation in 
question, though occurring originally on the Arabic branch of the tradition, was 
limited to the exemplar of the Latin translation, as if the Arabic model of the 
Latin translation or its direct or remote ancestor had suffered some peculiar 
transposition of chapters. :e are rather in front of a ¶famil\· of witnesses of 
different provenience and nature ³ lists of chapters actual manuscripts and 
quotations by subsequent authors — whose precise genealogical relations 
have still to be ascertained but whose nature of a real group of independent 
testimonia cannot be doubted.
Third some of the $rabic witnesses of the 9ersio /atina date bacN to a ver\ 
ancient stage of the period of diffusion of $vicenna·s worN possibl\ surpassing in 
ancientness the Latin translation itself (second half of the VI/XII c.) : the Kolkata 
manuscript that transmits the list of seven chapters at the beginning of treatise 9 
apparently copied in the XI/XVII century, might depend on an ancestor written 
in +/- a few decades after $vicenna·s death and in general this and 
similar lists of chapters might derive from ver\ ancient models ; the Mashhad 
manuscript that displays one of the most faithful Arabic instances of the Versio 
/atina (see section ,,...c) was copied before +/-  and /awNarƮ lived 
between the V-VI/XI-XII centuries. Together with the Latin translation, these 
further witnesses attest the occurrence of the variation in Tuestion in toto or in 
part at a ver\ high point of the transmission histor\ of the IlāKi\\āt.
On all these accounts, the possibility that the Versio Latina represents a 
distinct recension of the IlāKi\\āt ³ witnessed Mointl\ b\ the $rabic exemplar of 
the Latin translation and by a group of further Arabic testimonia, and produced 
in an ancient stage of the dissemination of $vicenna·s worN ³ is corroborated.
iii. issues
The data regarding the 9ersio latina that can be assessed with relative certaint\ 
lead to a number of issues. )or some of them (,,,.-) , have firmer opinions whereas 
others (III.4-5) are more uncertain, although some sensible hypothesis about them 
can be formulated. 2nl\ future research will be able to corroborate or disprove the 
suggestions , am tentativel\ advancing in this last section of the article.
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III.1 9ersio Latina and 9ersio 9ulJata in &KronoloJical 3erspective
The main issue to face is whether the Versio Vulgata is more original than 
the Versio Latina in the transmission history of the IlāKi\\āt or vice versa the 
latter is more original than the former. In other words, the question is whether 
the 9ersio 9ulgata despite being evidentl\ the most widespread version of 
treatise 9 is also among the two versions the most pristine or rather it is an 
adMustment which subseTuentl\ gained wider diffusion of a previous account of 
it, possibly documented by the Versio Latina.
The priority in time of the Versio Latina with respect to the Versio Vulgata 
can be argued in three respects. )irst the 9ersio 9ulgata is a more plain and 
straightforward (actuall\ as we will see below a more ¶scholastic·) account of 
the doctrine of universals than the 9ersio /atina : in the former the universals 
pertaining to the essence (genus, species, differentia) are taken into account one 
after the other with a final treatment of the derivative topic of definition ; in the 
latter more convolutel\ after the initial treatment of the genus the account of 
differentia is encapsulated within two chapters dealing with definition. Second 
by including two chapters absent in the Versio Latina (V.5 and V.8), the Versio 
9ulgata presents an account of universals that is also structurall\ lengthier 
than the one found in the Versio Latina. Third, the Versio Vulgata displays 
puzzling structural anomalies that as we have seen the 9ersio /atina does not 
have. 2n all these accounts the 9ersio 9ulgata has greater chances of being a 
modification of the 9ersio /atina than the other wa\ round. ,n other words in 
so far as it exhibits a less stereotypical, more condensed, and less problematic 
treatment of universal than the one in the 9ersio 9ulgata the 9ersio /atina of 
treatise V has good credentials to be more original than this latter.
$lso in several other cases the readings of the IlāKi\\āt witnessed by the 
Versio Latina through the Latin translation look more original than the ones 
attested by the Versio Vulgata24. 
24 A case in point is a passage of chapter VIII.4 (ibn sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-IlāKi\\āt ( cit., pp. 346.13-15) 
— present in the Versio Vulgata, but absent in the Latin translation and in other ancient witnesses 
of the IlāKi\\āt ³ which looNs suspicious and appears to be a later interpolation into $vicenna·s 
original text (see A. beRtoLAcci, *od as pure e[istence in cKapter 9III  of tKe 0etapK\sics of Avicenna’s 
Book of the Cure : tKe te[t and tKe doctrine, communication held in the conference Les traditions 
JrecTues arabes et latines des (lements de 7KpoloJie et du Livre des causes org. 0. Dragos &alma avec 
les concours d·2livier %oulnois 3h. +offmann et 0arc *eoffro\ 3aris  $pril ). The /atin 
translation supports many of the corrections of the text of the IlāKi\\āt that , have proposed in A. 
beRtoLAcci, 7Ke 5eception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ : A 0ilestone of :estern 
0etapK\sical 7KouJKt, Brill, Leiden - Boston, 2006, Appendix A.
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III.2 3urpose of tKe 9ersio 9ulJata
$ssuming that the previous assessment of the chronological relation of 9ersio 
Latina and Versio Vulgata is correct, one can guess why the Versio Vulgata at 
some point replaced the more original 9ersio /atina. )irst there was apparentl\ 
the need to guarantee to the treatment of the universal ¶species· an independent 
chapter after the two previous chapters on genus. Second a unified treatment 
of definition as in the 9ersio 9ulgata rather than a treatment of this notion 
split into two chapters encapsulating the treatment of specific difference as in 
the 9ersio /atina might have seemed more coherent and preferable. )inall\ the 
passage that becomes the incipit of chapter V.8 in the Versio Vulgata (« What we 
must now make known is … ») might have looNed compatible with the beginning 
of a new chapter. 
2n all these accounts the 9ersio 9ulgata is in structure a sort of ¶scholastic· 
account of the doctrine of universals in which the essential universals of 
the tradition (genus, species, differentia) are analyzed one after the other, as 
$vicenna had alread\ done at the beginning of the əifāʾ in his reworking of 
3orph\r\·s IsaJoJe, or 0adḫal25.
0adḫal (Logic of the əifāʾ) IlāKi\\āt (Versio Vulgata) IlāKi\\āt (Versio Latina)
9.- universals in general 9.- universals in general 
I.9 genus V.3-4 genus V.3-4 genus 
I.10-11 species V.5 species 9. definition 
I.13 differentia V.6 differentia V.6 differentia 
9.- definition 9. definition 
I.14 property and common 
accident 
It is worth noticing that in the 0adḫal the species is dealt with in two distinct 
chapters (I.10-11) : this extensive treatment of species in logic might have been one 
of the reasons that prompted early readers of treatise V of the IlāKi\\āt to reserve to 
this universal a similarl\ independent though much briefer account in metaph\sics.
It is also important to remark, in the light of what we are going to see in the 
following section, that this attempt of bringing back the original sequence of 
25 This tendenc\ to interpreting ¶$vicenna b\ means of $vicenna· is instantiated b\ the 
commentary on the IlāKi\\āt b\ 0ullö ɜadrö in which no mention of the 9ersio /atina is made 
and, on the contrary, the content of Treatise V is expressly compared with that of the 0adḫal, 
namely with the e[ professo treatment of universals in the logic of the əifāʾ.
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topics of $vicenna·s account of universals in the IlāKi\\āt to the more standard 
order of exposition of this doctrine adopted b\ $vicenna himself in the 0adḫal is 
contrar\ to $vicenna·s modus operandi in several regards. )irst $vicenna insists 
on the independence and superiority of metaphysics with respect to subordinate 
disciplines like logic, and his idea that metaphysics grounds the hypothesis 
simply assumed by the inferior sciences does often entail a different treatment 
in metaphysics of topics already expounded in the subordinate disciplines. On 
the other hand the structural alignment of the two accounts of universals given 
b\ $vicenna respectivel\ in logic and metaph\sics conve\s ipso facto a substantial 
reduction of his distance from Porphyry and, more in general, from the ancient 
philosophical tradition which is contrar\ to $vicenna·s understanding of his 
own role in the history of philosophy.
III.3 AJent(s of tKe 9ersio 9ulJata
If, as it seems, the Versio Vulgata presupposes an intentional effort of 
reformulation of the more original profile of treatise 9 given b\ the 9ersio 
Latina, to whom shall we ascribe it ? I would exclude the case of simple scribes 
or owners of manuscripts, who do not possess the authority required to make 
such a radical and momentous intervention liNe the one at staNe. &onversel\ 
, would eTuall\ exclude that $vicenna himself might have revised the profile 
of Treatise V as in the Versio Latina in order to transform it into the Versio 
Vulgata : the structural variations in Tuestions if b\ his pen would probabl\ 
have been accompanied b\ modifications of the content of the chapters 
involved whereas no such modification apart from the usual variants of the 
manuscript transmission seem to surface in the relevant chapters of treatise 9. 
, have therefore the impression excluding $vicenna himself on the one hand 
and later scribes on the other that the first disciples of the school of $vicenna 
might be the most plausible candidates to the role of agents of the change.
The ,ntroduction of $vicenna·s letter to the disciple ,bn =a\la documents 
a situation in which some of $vicenna·s students aim at reshaping $vicenna·s 
thought as expressed in the əifāʾ : 
« >,bn =a\la@ said : ,n our 0aster·s statement at the beginning of the əifāʾ, I came 
upon some contradictor\ and conÁicting points that fall outside the consensus 
>of scholars@. So it Zould beKoove Kim to provide a correction of tKat and to disclose 
the picture of it >that he has in mind@ if Ke can » (emphasis added)26.
26 Arabic text and English translation in ReismAn, 7Ke 0aNinJ of tKe Avicennan 7radition cit., pp. 
284, 199, transl. slightly modified. Text quoted also in beRtoLAcci, HoZ 0an\ 5ecensions cit., p. 277, n. 5.
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This passage attests first of all that the əifāʾ was the obMect of heated 
discussions during $vicenna·s lifetime within his school. %ut it also shows that 
the master-disciple relationship within this school was a ver\ peculiar one : the 
student liNe ,bn =a\la in our case could charge the master of inconsistenc\ asN 
him to clarif\ and revise his thought and also express concerns about the master·s 
capacity to meet this task. The impatient and resentful, not to say arrogant, reply 
b\ $vicenna to the petulance of ,bn =a\la is eas\ to imagine and does not deserve 
to be Tuoted. %ut we are interested here in the student·s attitude more than in 
the master·s reaction. ,bn =a\la·s contention is an explicit reTuest of revision 
and correction of the master·s view about some doctrinal points of the əifāʾ : it 
is not hard to suppose that in front of the master·s abrupt denial ,bn =a\la 
or students with his same attitude towards authorit\ might have felt entitled 
to proceed themselves to the revision especiall\ after $vicenna·s death. The 
obMective counterpart of the disciples· free attitude towards the master·s stances 
in the əifāʾ is $vicenna·s own understanding of this summa as an ¶unfinished· and 
¶in progress· worN : in many passages he underscores that the əifāʾ conve\s a 
provisional sNetch of his thought alluding to the possibilit\ of longer expositions 
of the topics succinctly dealt with in the work, to forthcoming further research 
about certain subMects or even to his own inabilit\ to solve specific issues27 ; the 
provisional nature of the əifāʾ is emphaticall\ acNnowledged b\ $vicenna himself 
in the Prologue, by reference to a long-running process of yearly updates and 
complements of this worN scheduled to last $vicenna sa\s « until the end of 
my life » and gathered in a sort of a ¶companion· of the əifāʾ, named .itāb al-
LāZāƤiT (%ooN of tKe Appendices) to which various passages of the worN refer28. 
The precise point of the əifāʾ in need of revision according to ,bn =a\la in the 
aforementioned passage is also significant : the expression ‘beginning of the əifāʾ· 
in the above passage means for sure logic and within logic the reference might 
27 See, for example, ibn sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-ɥabīʿi\\āt al-0aʿādin Za-l-Įɠār al-ʿulZi\\a, edd. ʿA. 
muntaɜ,r, s. Zāy,d, ʿA. i60āʿī/ al-+a\ʾa al-ʿömma li-ɐuʾɫn al-maɡöbiʿ al-amƮri\\a &airo  ,. p. 
23.16-17 ; ibn sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-5i\āŐi\\āt ǦaZāmiʿ ʿilm al-mūsīTj, edd. =yū6u), A. F. AL-Ahwānī, m. A. 
ALƩa)nī $l-+a\ʾa al-miɓri\\a al-ʿömma li-l-Nitöb &airo 1956, V.5, p. 135.5-6 ; ibn sīnā, Al-əifāʾ al-
IlāKi\\āt ( cit., IX.7, p. 429.4-7.
28 At least fourteen references to the .itāb al-LāZāƤiT can be found in the əifāʾ ranging over 
Logic, Natural Philosophy and Mathematics, some of which are discussed in d*utAs, Avicenna and 
tKe Aristotelian 7radition. Introduction to 5eadinJ Avicenna’s 3KilosopKical :orNs, Brill, Leiden - New 
<orN - .¡benhavn - .|ln . Second 5evised and Enlarged Edition ,ncluding an ,nventor\ of 
$vicenna·s $uthentic :orNs %rill /eiden - %oston  pp. -. The importance of the in-
progress nature of the əifāʾ to explain the tendencies of post-$vicennian $rabic philosoph\ is 
recalled by d*utAs, 7Ke HeritaJe of Avicenna  7Ke *olden AJe of Arabic 3KilosopK\ -ca , in J. 
JAnssens, dde smet eds., Avicenna and His HeritaJe /euven 8niversit\ 3ress /euven  pp. - 
(pp. 86-87).
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be either to the 0adḫal or to the 0aTūlāt (&ateJories), if not to both. As a matter 
of fact, in these two sections of the əifāʾ $vicenna upholds doctrinal « points that 
fall outside the consensus >of scholars@ » with regard to respectivel\ 3orph\r\ 
and Aristotle29. ,n other words there is some reason to suppose that $vicenna·s 
doctrine of universals ³ the topic of 0adḫal and IlāKi\\āt V — was debated and 
criticized within his school.
Passing from the potentiality of introducing changes in the əifāʾ, as in Ibn 
=a\la to the actual changes introduced in it we encounter the important figure 
of $vicenna·s disciple and intimate companion $bɫ ʿ 8ba\d al-ƜɫzƏönƮ (d. around 
the middle of the ;, c.). +is functions of ¶editor· and ¶secretar\· of $vicenna·s 
worNs are particularl\ relevant in this regard. $l-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s editorial activit\ can 
be classified under three distinct headings. )irst he helped $vicenna in the final 
processing of some of his worNs (writing of clean copies b\ $vicenna·s dictation 
or b\ transcription of the author·s drafts and reading of clean copies in front 
of $vicenna) without this activit\ being acNnowledged in the worN itself : in 
this regard al-ƜɫzƏönƮ acted as the ¶amanuensis· of $vicenna as he has been 
aptly called30. Second, he undertook the more entertaining and demanding 
activit\ of completing in cooperation with $vicenna the worNs left unfinished 
b\ the master signaling this time his own contribution in the final product : 
this applies in particular to the mathematics of $vicenna·s %ooN of 6alvation 
(.itāb al-1aǧāt) which al-ƜɫzƏönƮ assembled from scattered previous worNs of 
$vicenna and wrapped up writing an Introduction to it31, and to the biography 
of $vicenna with which he completed the master·s autobiograph\ b\ narrating 
events of $vicenna·s life after their encounter until the master·s death32. In 
this regard al-ƜɫzƏönƮ can be envisaged as a sort of ¶ghost-writer· of $vicenna. 
0ost importantl\ for the present purposes in a third t\pe of editorial activit\ 
al-ƜɫzƏönƮ appears to have implemented $vicenna·s intentions far be\ond 
this latter·s plans thus resembling more a ¶co-author· with his own personal 
agenda than a mere executor of the master·s directives ; as it should be expected, 
29 See 6di vincenZo, Avicenna aJainst 3orpK\r\’s 'efinition of Differentia Specifica « Documenti 
e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale », 26, 2015, pp. 129-184 ; ead., Avicenna’s reZorNinJ 
of 3orpK\r\’s ‘common accident’ in tKe liJKt of Aristotle’s Categories, « Documenti e studi sulla 
tradizione filosofica medievale », 27, 2016, pp. 163-194 ; n. ca0,nada, A Tuotation of an anon\mous 
‘loJician’ in Avicenna’s Categories, « Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale », 27, 
2016, pp. 195-237.
30 t. stReet, Introduction, in Avicenna’s 'eliverance  LoJic, Translation and Notes by A. 
4ah0(d 2xford 8niversit\ 3ress 2xford  p. xxii ; GutAs, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 
7radition cit., p. 29.
31 See GutAs, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition cit., pp. 115-117.
32 See d*utAs, Avicenna %ioJrapK\, in (nc\clopaedia Iranica, ed. (yARsHAteR vol. ,,, 5outledge 
and Kegan Paul, London - Boston 1987, pp. 67a-70b.
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also in this case his action is recorded in the final product. $ case in point is 
the mathematics of the Persian %ooN of 6cience for ʿAlāʾ al-'aZla ('āneɐnāme-\e 
ʿAlāʾƮ) which consists in al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s 3ersian translation preceded b\ his own 
introduction of the mathematics that he previousl\ compiled and assembled 
for the 1aǧāt  this latter however is much more extensive than the mathematics 
originall\ planned b\ $vicenna for the 'āneɐnāme-\e ʿ Alāʾī, in so far as it contains, 
besides astronomy and music, also geometry and arithmetic33. Likewise, the 
Introduction to the əifāʾ that al-ƜɫzƏönƮ wrote and which is transmitted in 
manuscripts under his name at the ver\ beginning of the worN looNs liNe a sort of 
¶critical review· of the əifāʾ and a palinode of the following 3reface b\ $vicenna34. 
,n a similar vein one can envisage also al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s insertion of chapters - of 
$vicenna·s medical treatise 0aTāla fī l-AdZi\a al-Talbi\\a (2n &ardiac 5emedies, 'e 
medicinis cordialibus in Latin) in the psychological part of the əifāʾ35. The analysis 
of the chronological setting of this third t\pe of interventions ³ whether the\ 
tooN place in the last leg of $vicenna·s life or after his death ³ lies be\ond the 
scope of the present article36. :orth of notice here is that al-ƜɫzƏönƮ applied 
repeatedl\ this Nind of more original and intrusive editorial activit\ to the əifāʾ, 
of which he felt the commissioner and patron37. )inall\ in the complementar\ 
capacit\ of secretar\ of $vicenna al-ƜɫzƏönƮ was deputed to taNe care of the 
final copies of the master·s worNs and to organize their dissemination having 
therefore the concrete possibility of introducing changes in them at any time.
33 See GutAs, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition cit., pp. 118-119.
34 See the English translation of the Introduction, ibid., pp. 29-34.
35 On the insertion of this part of the 0aTāla fī l-AdZi\a al-Talbi\\a within the əifāʾ and for 
an attentive evaluation of whether this insertion should be placed at the same level of editorial 
activit\ from which al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s ,ntroduction stems or should be explained differentl\ see the 
article b\ T. $lpina in the present volume.
36 In the introduction to the mathematical section of the 'āneɐnāme al-ƜɫzƏönƮ sa\s that he 
added this section since the corresponding part written b\ $vicenna himself had gone lost : this 
seTuence of events (loss ; replacement) would imply a certain temporal span, but is regarded as 
unlikely by GutAs, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition cit., p. 119 , for the apologetic tone of al-
ƜɫzƏönƮ·s report. According to Gutas (ibid. p. ) al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s ,ntroduction antedates $vicenna·s 
3rologue to the worN as well as $vicenna·s introduction to the later summa (asterners (0aɐriTi\\ūn).
37 $l-ƜɫzƏönƮ emphasizes in the ,ntroduction to the əifāʾ and in the biograph\ of $vicenna 
that he promoted the composition and solicited the completion of the work (GutAs, Avicenna and 
tKe Aristotelian 7radition cit., pp. 31-32 ; 7Ke Life of Ibn 6ina cit. pp. -). Significantl\ the title 
əifāʾ for this summa occurs in al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s ,ntroduction to the əifāʾ, as well as in his biography of 
$vicenna whereas it is absent in $vicenna·s 3rologue. ,n his biograph\ of $vicenna al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s 
underscores that he read the əifāʾ in front of the master and at the presence of other members 
of his circle in the famous evening sessions of the school whereas the &anon of 0edicine was read 
concomitantly by other companions (see 7Ke Life of Ibn 6ina cit., p. 55), thus indicating his special 
connection with and his role of ¶amanuensis· of this worN.
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:as then al-ƜɫzƏönƮ the agent of the 9ersio 9ulgata " The available evidence 
is not conclusive. 2n the one hand Mudging from the worNs ascribed to him 
extant or attested and from biographical information his scientific interests 
appear to range over zoolog\ medicine astronom\ and mathematics in 
general, rather than logic and metaphysics38. 2n the other hand however his 
main avowed concerns in the ,ntroduction to the əifāʾ is the ¶course· followed b\ 
$vicenna in this worN the traditional ¶order· of topics in the four disciplines it 
contains and the ¶organization· of its various parts39. 0oreover the agenc\ of 
$vicenna·s official secretar\ would aptl\ explain wh\ the 9ersio 9ulgata being 
part of the public version of the əifāʾ licensed at some point b\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ in the 
capacit\ of $vicenna·s editor had much wider diffusion than the 9ersio /atina. 
*iven that the main purpose of al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s ,ntroduction to the əifāʾ is « to 
defend $vicenna·s 3eripatetic orthodox\ »40, one might also wonder whether 
the transformation of the Versio Latina of treatise V into its Versio Vulgata 
does correspond to a similar though more localized ¶apologetic· attitude with 
an analogous aim of effacing some of the innovations introduced b\ $vicenna 
within the doctrine of universals in metaph\sics and his libert\ towards the 
transmitted ways of exposition, and of bringing him back, at least in the structure 
of exposition under the aegis of the previous tradition and its conventions41.
38 See adHAnAni, -ūzMānƳ ˻ Abū ʿ8ba\d ʿAbd al-:āƤid ibn 0uƤammad al--ūzMānƳ,˻ in t. H2&k(y et AL., 
7Ke %ioJrapKical (nc\clopedia of Astronomers 6prinJer 5eference Springer 1ew <orN  pp. -.
39 See GutAs, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition cit., pp. 33-34.
40 Ibid., p. 112.
41 The issue is whether al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s defense of $vicenna·s 3eripatetic affiliation in the 
Introduction to the əifāʾ is reall\ Moined with a ¶laudator\ dimension· as D. *utas argues (GutAs, 
Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition cit., p. 112). In this regard, one might wonder whether 
al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s insistence on the « disparit\ between his organization of the Logic and that of the 
Physics and Metaphysics » (emphasis added), and his intention to arouse « wonder for his ability 
to compose the 3h\sics and the 0etaph\sics in a period of twent\ da\s without having access to 
books but by taking dictation only from his heart ZKicK Zas preoccupied ZitK tKe afÁictions >tKen@ 
besettinJ it » (emphasis added ; Engl. transl. in GutAs, Avicenna and tKe Aristotelian 7radition cit., p. 
) can be aimed ³ rather than at silencing $vicenna·s actual or potential 3eripatetic critics who 
were supposedly expecting a more uniform and traditional way of exposition in the different parts 
of this summa and at extolling $vicenna·s extraordinar\ intellectual capacities  as Gutas supposes 
— at emphasizing the unbridgeable difference, within the əifāʾ, between the Logic, on the one hand, 
and the Physics and the Metaphysics, on the other (a difference prima facie scarcely noticeable, due 
to the character per modum e[positionis of the work), and at shedding some suspicious light on 
the excessive originalit\ of the 3h\sics and 0etaph\sics. The Tuite surprising anti-$vicennian 
attitude that al-ƜɫzƏönƮ shows in an astronomical worN he authored towards the most original 
and innovative aspects of $vicenna·s astronom\ (G. sALibA, Ibn 6īnā and Abū ʿ8ba\d al--ūzMānī  7Ke 
3roblem of tKe 3tolemaic (Tuant, « -ournal of the +istor\ of $rabic Sciences », 4, 1980, pp. 376-403, 
repr. in id., A Histor\ of Arabic Astronom\  3lanetar\ 7Keories 'urinJ tKe *olden AJe of Islam 1ew <orN 
8niversit\ 3ress 1ew <orN  pp. -) can be significant in this regard : rather than showing 
an unprecedented development in al-ƜɫzƏönƮ·s attitude towards $vicenna after this latter·s death 
it might display openly a tendency already present in nuce in his earlier Introduction to the əifāʾ.
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At the present stage of research, the issue is not so much whether al-
ƜɫzƏönƮ is or not responsible for the recension of treatise 9 that , have called 
9ersio 9ulgata since his involvement in such a process ³ if it reall\ occurred 
³ appears be\ond doubt for the reasons mentioned above. The real issue is 
whether assuming that the anal\sis proposed here is correct al-ƜɫzƏönƮ 
produced this modification b\ his own exclusive initiative ; or whether he acted 
on $vicenna·s text at the end of a common discussion involving also other 
disciples of $vicenna in order to bring into effect the outcomes of a shared 
reÁection. 2n account of the passage of $vicenna·s letter to ,bn =a\la Tuoted 
above this second h\pothesis cannot be discarded.
III.4 HoZ FaitKful is tKe Latin 7ranslation of 7reatise 9 to its Arabic 0odel
$lthough the evidence discussed above in section ,,...d comes ver\ close 
to a mirror-image of the roster of chapters displayed by the Latin translation, 
no Arabic witness known so far is a precise replica of the Latin translation. 
An important issue to be discussed is therefore whether the Latin translation 
depends on an $rabic exemplar that conve\s an otherwise unattested aspect of 
resemblance with the Latin translation (the complete merging of chapters V.4 
and V.5 into a single structural unit) — an Arabic exemplar whose traces would 
be lost in the Arabic manuscript tradition — or this aspect of resemblance, which 
one looNs in vain in the manuscripts of the IlāKi\\āt Nnown so far ma\ have a 
different explanation. 
:hen reporting the content of the Tehran 0illƮ manuscript mentioned 
above in section ,,...d ³ i.e. the $rabic codex that most resembles the /atin 
translation ³ <. 0ahdavƮ gives the reader the definite impression that this 
manuscript contains onl\ seven chapters of treatise 9 and that no structural unit 
corresponding to chapter V.5 of the Versio Vulgata is present in it42. By noticing 
this shortcoming in reporting the content of this manuscript , don·t intend in 
an\ wa\ to derogate to the value of 0ahdavƮ·s pioneering bibliograph\ which 
remains an indispensable tool for the scholarl\ stud\ of $vicenna still nowada\s 
more than sixt\ \ears after its publication and whose aim was not to provide 
a codicological description of the Tehran 0illƮ manuscript but onl\ to clarif\ 
by means of it the content of the əifāʾ. If I mention the misrepresentation that 
the otherwise outstanding bibliograph\ authored b\ 0ahdavƮ generates in this 
specific point it is Must to asN : might the /atin translator have used an $rabic 
manuscript in which chapter V.5 was partially detached from chapter V.4 as in the 
Tehran 0illƮ manuscript and have conseTuentl\ decided to omit it as a structural 
42 mahda9ī, FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā cit., p. 168.
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independent unit b\ merging it with the previous chapter 9. as 0ahdavƮ did in 
his report of the Tehran 0illƮ manuscript " This is not all inconceivable especiall\ 
if the $rabic exemplar of the /atin translation reported a list of seven chapters 
corresponding to the Versio Latina at the beginning of treatise V, as also the 
Tehran 0illƮ manuscript does.
The question, in other words, is whether the Latin translation can be taken as 
the most reliable representative of the 9ersio /atina ³ and therefore whether the 
existence of an $rabic manuscript sTuarel\ corresponding to it can be confidentl\ 
assumed even in lacN of available evidence ³ or b\ contrast some extent of 
creativit\ b\ the /atin translator ³ despite his generall\ faithful approach to the 
Arabic text that he is translating — has to be allowed. The question is not without 
conseTuences for the final issue , am going to discuss in the next section : an account 
of treatise 9 liNe the one displa\ed b\ the the Tehran 0illƮ manuscript with its 
inchoative and germinal presence of an unaccomplished fifth chapter in between 
the seven chapters attested b\ the /atin translation remains in principle more 
indicative of the original state of treatise 9 than the 9ersio 9ulgata for the reasons 
adduced in section III.1  but this Nind of imperfect account would seemingl\ have 
few chances of being the original version of this treatise meant b\ $vicenna. 
III.5 HoZ &lose is tKe 9ersio Latina to tKe AutKorial 9ersion of tKe ,löhi\\öt
$ crucial issue that future research is asNed to investigate is the following : 
once ascertained that the Versio Latina has good credentials to be more original 
than the 9ersio 9ulgata can we exclude that there was another version of 
treatise V more ancient than the Versio Latina ? In other words : is the originality 
of the 9ersio /atina relative (i.e. is it original onl\ with respect to the 9ersio 
Vulgata) or also absolute " The evidence is ambivalent and three sets of data 
should be considered.
i) The account of treatise V — as well as of the other treatises of the work 
³ that $vicenna offers in the preliminar\ chapter ,. of the IlāKi\\āt does not 
provide sufficient information43. This account is vague in a wa\ in so far as it 
merges the content of chapters 9. and 9. in the ver\ long initial sentence ; 
43 ibn sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-IlāKi\\āt ( cit., I.4, p. 26, 3-6 [= AvicennA LAtinus, Liber de 3KilosopKia prima 
sive 6cientia divina I-I9 cit. p. .-@ : « >a@ ,n this place it is proper to acTuaint ourselves with 
the state of the universal and the particular the whole and the part ; the manner of existence of 
the universal natures  whether the\ have an existence in external particulars ; the manner of 
their existence in the soul  and whether the\ have an existence separate from >both@ external 
>particular@ things and the soul. >b@ +ere we would acTuaint ourselves with the state of genus and 
species and the like » (cf. m. e. mARmuRA, Avicenna 7Ke 0etapK\sics of The +ealing. A parallel (nJlisK-
Arabic te[t %righam <oung 8niversit\ 3ress 3rovo (8tah)  p. ).
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imprecise in another, since it places within treatise V a topic (‘the whole and 
the part·) which as such is dealt with e[ professo b\ $vicenna in treatise ,9 and 
only resumed in treatise V44 ; and elliptic in a crucial respect, because it reports 
ver\ succinctl\ in the brief last sentence the content of the remaining chapters 
of the treatise. In general, chapter I.4 of the IlāKi\\āt gives a ver\ Áuid outline of 
the ten treatises of the worN in which some topics are mentioned ¶out of place· 
i.e. with regard to a part of the work to which in fact they are not treated, and in 
which no articulation in treatises and chapters is explicitl\ given45. This chapter 
corresponds to one of the preliminary issues faced by the Greek commentators 
of Aristotle in late antiquity46 and is apparentl\ meant to provide the reader 
with a sNetch\ overview of the entire exposition emphasizing its main tenets in 
the context of a global picture rather than with a comprehensive and detailed 
account of it so that no precision and completeness in specific areas should be 
expected from it. ,n particular the succinct cumulative mentions of chapters 
9.- in the final sentence (« the state of genus and species and the like ») leaves 
the reader with no clue about the present issue47.
ii) $ careful inspection reveals that the 9ersio /atina is not itself free from 
structural problems shared with the Versio Vulgata. To begin with, chapter V.4 
presents midwa\ a Tuite length\ transitional passage in which $vicenna first 
draws a comprehensive status Tuaestionis of the issue he is dealing with, and 
then declares the ensuing agenda48. There is no reason to doubt the authenticity 
44 $vicenna deals with whole and part in general terms in ,9. whereas he touches upon the 
relation of universal and particular on the one hand with whole and part on the other at the 
end of V.2.
45 See the reconstruction provided in the notes to the translation in Libro della *uariJione Le 
&ose 'ivine di $vicenna (,bn SƮnö) cit. pp. -.
46 See beRtoLAcci, 7Ke 5eception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics cit., pp. 169-170.
47 2ne might see the independent mention of ¶species· after ¶genus· in this passage as 
congruent with the presence of an autonomous chapter on species (V.5) in the Versio Vulgata, 
and therefore incongruous with the 9ersio /atina. +owever given the freTuent references to botK 
genus and species in chapter 9. one could also taNe the Moint mention of genus and species in the 
final sentence of our passage as a reference to chapter 9. alone in such a wa\ that all the topics 
that $vicenna addresses in the following chapters of treatise 9 would fall in chapter ,. under 
the rubric ¶and the liNe·. ,n an opposite direction one could suppose that the mention of ¶species· 
after ¶genus· in this passage of chapter ,. might have prompted $vicenna·s disciples to cut off 
an independent chapter devoted to this universal in the actual structure the\ assigned to treatise 
9 in the 9ersio 9ulgata. The textual evidence at staNe is ver\ thin and can be read in either wa\.
48 ibn sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-IlāKi\\āt ( cit.,V.4, p. 225.5-10 [= AvicennA LAtinus, Liber de 3KilosopKia 
prima sive 6cientia divina 9-; cit. p. .-@  : « :e have made Nnown the nature of the universal 
how it exists >  9.-@ and how the genus among them >i.e. the universals@ differs from matter >  
9.@ according to a wa\ >of investigation@ from which other wa\s >of investigation@ ³ which we 
will expound later ³ can branch out. :e have >also@ made Nnown which things the genus contains 
among those through which it is specified >  previous part of 9.@. Two investigations connected 
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of this passage, which is similar to other transitional passages frequent in 
$vicenna·s worNs. %ut this Nind of thematic breaN (mention of previous topics 
and of forthcoming themes) is unusual in the middle of a chapter penned by 
$vicenna at least in the əifāʾ, and seems to mark the beginning of a new textual 
unit. This breaN however has no structural counterpart either in the 9ersio 
Latina or in the Versio Vulgata, in both of which no additional textual unit 
within chapter 9. can be found. 0oreover chapter 9. in the 9ersio /atina 
corresponding to chapters V.7 and V.8 in the Versio Vulgata, starts with the 
exposition of a length\ and articulated obMection regarding the commonl\ 
accepted view of definition an obMection which is subseTuentl\ reMected49. Now, 
both in the 9ersio /atina and in the 9ersio 9ulgata this obMection is not preceded 
b\ a positive account of definition : the chapter immediately preceding chapter 
9. in the 9ersio /atina i.e. chapter 9. ³ resulting from the conÁation of 
chapters 9. and 9. in the 9ersio 9ulgata ³ deals cumulativel\ with genus 
and species ; likewise, the chapter immediately preceding chapter V.7 in 
the 9ersio 9ulgata (9.) deals with specific difference. 1ow such an abrupt 
incursion into a ¶dialectical· issue is unusual for $vicenna since he usuall\ faces 
obMections and provides their refutations after having positivel\ expounded his 
own standpoint on a certain topic50. These two structural anomalies shed some 
doubtful light on the pretension of the 9ersio /atina of witnessing $vicenna·s 
original account of treatise V.
(iii) $ more positive scenario for the 9ersio /atina emerges from the following 
considerations. )irst the 9ersio /atina is in no wa\ the onl\ variation of the 9ersio 
Vulgata of treatise V known to date : at least three further variations of the 9ersio 
with what we are dealing with remain. The first is >investigating@ which things the genus contains 
among those that do not specif\ it. The second is >investigating@ how this unification >i.e. the 
unification that conve\s the specification of the genus@ taNes places and how one single thing 
realized in act comes to be from the genus and the differentia which are two >distinct@ things » (cf. 
mARmuRA, Avicenna 7Ke 0etapK\sics of The +ealing cit. p. ). See beRtoLAcci, HoZ 0an\ 5ecensions 
cit., pp. 284-287, Text 1 and Text 2.
49 ibn sīnā Al-əifāʾ al-IlāKi\\āt ( cit., V.7, p. 236.4-9 [= AvicennA LAtinus, Liber de 3KilosopKia prima 
sive 6cientia divina 9-; cit. p. .-@ : « Someone may say : Definition as those engaged in the 
art >of logic@ agree is composed of genus and differentia each of the two being separate from each 
other their sum constituting the two parts of the definition. >1ow@ definition is nothing other 
than the Tuiddit\ of the thing defined. $s such the relation of the meanings that are denoted b\ 
the genus and differentia to the nature of the species is the same as their relation in definition to 
the thing defined. $nd Must as genus and species are the two parts of the definition liNewise their 
two meanings constitute the two parts of the thing defined. ,f this then is the case it would be 
incorrect to predicate the nature of the genus of the nature of the species, because it is part of it » 
(mARmuRA, Avicenna 7Ke 0etapK\sics of The +ealing cit. p. ).
50 See beRtoLAcci, 7Ke 5eception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics cit., pp. 240-245.
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Vulgata of this treatise are attested by more than one Arabic codex51, whereas other 
variations are restricted as far as we can presentl\ Mudge to single manuscripts 
and can be regarded as peculiarities of their individual bearers52. Of the structural 
variations of the 9ersio 9ulgata of treatise 9 witnessed b\ distinct manuscripts 
however the 9ersio /atina is the most relevant in various respects : in terms of 
comprehensiveness and complexit\ since it is the onl\ variation embracing four 
of the nine chapters of the treatise according to the Versio Vulgata, which it both 
merges and transposes  in terms of solidit\ since it is the onl\ variation free from 
all the three structural problems displayed by the Versio Vulgata ; and in terms of 
width and reliabilit\ of the evidential basis since it is the onl\ variation attested 
both in Latin and in Arabic by testimonia that are more numerous and more 
ancient than in the other cases53.
Second even though no structural configuration of treatise 9 attested 
in manuscripts is totally satisfactory and free from problems, we should not 
think of the original text of the IlāKi\\āt, and, more in general, of the əifāʾ, as 
a version of the worN totall\ congruent with the author·s ideal plan. The əifāʾ 
51 a) The first of the recurrent variations is determined b\ the splitting of chapter 9. into 
two distinct units, precisely where the transitional passage in question occurs, as in the already 
mentioned Ms. Berlin, Deutsche Staatsbibliothek, Minutoli 229 (see beRtoLAcci, HoZ 0an\ 5ecensions 
cit., pp. 284-287). In no manuscript conve\ing this variation however the new chapter resulting 
from the bipartition of chapter V.4 bears a title of its own. The two other recurrent variations 
regard : b) the placement of chapters V.8 and V.9 before chapter V.7, and their occasional merging 
under the title of 9. (see for example 0s. ,stanbul 1uruosmani\e .tphanesi  -
+/-) ; and c) the placement of chapter V.9 between chapter V.6 and V.7 (see, for example, 
0s. 4um .itöbḫönah-i 0asƏid-i $ʿ˂am  +/-). ,n case a) the transitional passage 
within chapter 9. is granted structural significance. %oth in case b) and in case c) chapter 9. 
is no more the beginning of the treatment of definition within treatise 9 in such a wa\ that its 
dialectical start results unproblematic.
52 $ case in point is the structural variation of treatise 9 in ms. $nNara 1ational /ibrar\ % 
considered in beRtoLAcci, HoZ 0an\ 5ecensions cit. pp. -. This and other variations witnessed 
by single manuscripts are not taken into consideration in the present article. In general, with 
respect to the other treatises of the IlāKi\\āt, treatise V exhibits in manuscripts a particularly high 
number of structural configurations different from the 9ersio 9ulgata. Such a proliferation might 
depend on the existence of two ver\ earl\ alternative recensions of this treatise (the Versio Latina 
and the Versio Vulgata, if our analysis is correct) which possibl\ b\ their contrast paved the wa\ 
and triggered the production of other versions of this treatise  conversel\ this efÁorescence of 
versions might also indicate some deep and unresolved original problem affecting the structure of 
treatise V, as we are going to see.
53 %\ contrast the three recurrent variations of the 9ersio 9ulgata of treatise 9 additional to 
the Versio Latina regard at most two chapters of the Versio Vulgata, respond to only one of the 
structural problems discussed in this paper (namely one of the two structural problems common 
to Versio Latina and Versio Vulgata), and are not attested by Latin testimonia, lists of chapters, 
or known quotations by later authors  the extant manuscripts attesting these variations are later 
than those supporting the Versio Latina, although they occasionally depend on ancient exemplars.
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is an extremel\ extensive writing which underwent a process of composition in 
which ³ for at least some parts of the worN ³ $vicenna availed himself of the 
cooperation of his school, as his biography attests  moreover being later than 
the encounter of $vicenna with al-ƜɫzƏönƮ the worN must have been affected b\ 
this latter·s activit\ of secretar\ and editor. ,n other words we cannot exclude 
the possibility of structural anomalies affecting the archetype of the əifāʾ in the 
case of treatise 9 as in the case of other controversial loci of the work, as the 
result of an infelicitous interaction between the author and his disciples in the 
process of production of the final text of the places in Tuestion. +istorical reports 
inform us of the mess\ situation of the holographs of some of $vicenna·s worNs 
which looked extremely cryptic to his disciples and defeated their capacity of 
understanding54 : it is not far-fetched to imagine that some passages of $vicenna·s 
draft of the əifāʾ — if not transcribed by the author himself into a clean copy, as 
it seems it was his habit — similarly escaped the comprehension of the disciples 
deputed to ¶edit· it as well as the master·s control of the disciples· worN and were 
licensed inadvertentl\ at variance with respect to the author·s blueprint. 
Thus, although not free from structural anomalies, the Versio Latina should 
not a priori be denied the status of first version of treatise 9 authored b\ $vicenna 
in the frameworN of his school and with the assistance of his disciples. )or sure 
it is the main variation of the 9ersio 9ulgata of treatise 9 Nnown to date and it 
looNs more original than this latter for the reasons seen above. This being the 
case even though probabl\ it does not altogether agree with $vicenna·s original 
intentions, the Versio Latina of treatise V might date back to the earliest phase 
of the transmission of the IlāKi\\āt and has to be considered attentivel\ b\ 
future editors of the work.
concLusion
The old adagio ¶tradurre q tradire· (¶translation is betra\al·) does not appl\ to 
the 3KilosopKia prima. In its case, the contrary is true. On the one hand, the Latin 
translation of $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt looNs firml\ rooted in the $rabic tradition also 
when it arranges treatise 9 on universals according to a structure that is different 
from the one commonl\ found in the maMorit\ of codices and in current printings 
(Versio Vulgata). The most recent manuscript research has disclosed further 
instances of the evidence on the basis of which an $rabic bacNground for the 
54 $vicenna·s biograph\ reports the disciples· inabilit\ to transform $vicenna·s holograph of 
the Lisān al-ʿArab after the master·s death and in lacN of a clean cop\ b\ the master himself into a 
text suitable for diffusion (7Ke Life of Ibn 6ina cit., p. 73 ; this passage of the biography is discussed 
b\ S. Di 9incenzo in her contribution to the present volume).
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/atin version of treatise 9 had alread\ been tentativel\ argued (lists of chapters 
that correspond precisely to the structure of treatise V in the Latin translation) ; 
moreover it has brought to light $rabic codices whose text matches almost exactl\ 
the profile of Treatise 9 as it is exhibited b\ the /atin translation and a wa\ of 
referring to the articulation of treatise 9 b\ some of $vicenna·s first disciples 
and followers (al-/awNarƮ) that mirrors some Ne\ aspects of the /atin translation. 
The complex of this evidence represents  the 9ersio /atina some of whose $rabic 
witnesses are more ancient than or coeval with the /atin translation.
2n the other hand the /atin translation of $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt, rather than 
conve\ing a distorted image of its source does in fact witness a stage of the text 
of treatise V of the work that is arguably more original than the one that we 
currentl\ read in the 9ersio 9ulgata thus having better credentials than this 
latter to be authored b\ $vicenna himself and that ma\ even go bacN to the ver\ 
first account of this treatise produced b\ $vicenna in the context of his school. 
The same school is probably responsible for the replacement of the Versio 
Latina with a Versio Vulgata more suitable to didactic purposes and, possibly, 
also to the ideological options of $vicenna·s followers in primis of his biographer 
and secretar\ al-ƜɫzƏönƮ. The 9ersio 9ulgata sponsored and disseminated b\ 
$vicenna·s disciples gained wider diffusion than the 9ersio /atina but was not 
able to efface completely this latter. 
The critical edition of the 3KilosopKia prima by S. Van Riet, after forty years since 
the publication of its first volume () inevitabl\ shows some limits : besides 
the shortcomings regarding the editor·s understanding and methodological 
use of the so-called ¶double lessons· of the /atin translation evidenced b\ 5. 
$rnzen in the present volume some other Áaws are pointed out b\ the present 
contribution: the\ regard the unavoidable choice of the &airo printing of the 
IlāKi\\āt ³ the onl\ text of the worN available in print to scholars at the time 
³ and hence of the 9ersio 9ulgata that it conve\s as point of reference of the 
Latin text, both in the Latin-Arabic apparatus and in the lexica. Nonetheless, 
the pioneering edition that the Belgian scholar started publishing four decades 
ago within the frameworN of the $vicenna /atinus series that she initiated has 
substantiall\ promoted and oriented the ver\ same research that now envisages 
the necessity of a step forward. On account of this indisputable merit, S. Van 
5iet·s edition deserves to be acNnowledged as an epoch-maNing landmarN of the 
scholarship on in the field. 
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APPENDIX
Conspectus of the earliest extant dated Arabic manuscripts 
of the IlāKi\\āt of $vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ (V-VI/XI-XII c.)
. +/- : 1aMaf 0aNtabat al-,möm $mƮr al-0uʾminƮn  ( ɡvi.,,,.-vii) (+ AdZi\a 
4albi\\a2-9) [it contains : IlāKi\\āt I.1-6 ; I.8-III.1  ,,,.-,;.@ 
. +/ ( 5abƮʿ II/19 September), place of copy : Baghdad : Tehran .itöb˛önah-i 
0illƮ 0aliN  
. +/ ( əawwal/ -une) : &airo Dör al-.utub al-0iɓri\\a $Ƥmad Ta\mɫr 3öɐö 
 ( ɡvi-vii) 
. +/ or +/ : 2xford %odleian /ibrar\ 3ococNe  ( ɡ with a lacuna 
regarding chapters ɡi.I.6-7) (+ AdZi\a 4albi\\a2-9) 
. +/- : 3atna .hudö %aNhsh 2riental 3ublic /ibrar\ (%anNipur) (&atalogue vol. 
;/  /ibrar\·s handlist ) >it contains : IlāKi\\āt ,.-end@ 
6. VI/XII (second half, terminus ante Tuem) : [Arabic e[emplar of tKe Latin translation@ 
L(*(nda :
ɡ   ɥabīʿi\\āt (= natural pKilosopK\) of the əifāʾ 
( ɡ)   ms. containing IlāKi\\āt and ɥabīʿi\\āt. 
Within ɥabīʿi\\āt, the sections (funūn) are designed by lower-case Roman numerals (i, ii, iii, 
etc.) written as deponents (ex. gr. : ɡii-viii   sections ii-viii of ɥabīʿi\\ātnatural pKilosopK\). 
Within IlāKi\\āt and ɥabīʿi\\āt, the treatises (maTālāt) and chapters (fuɓūl) are designed 
respectivel\ b\ upper-case 5oman numerals (, ,, ,,, etc.) and $rabic numerals (   etc.) (ex. 
gr. : IlāKi\\āt I.1-3 = chapters 1-3 of treatise I of IlāKi\\āt  ɡi-ii.1-2 = section i and chapters 1-2 of 
section ii of ɥabīʿi\\ātnatural pKilosopK\). 
(+ AdZi\a 4albi\\a2-9) = ms. containing within the ɥabīʿi\\āt chapters 2-9 of the medical treatise 
0aTāla fī l-AdZi\a al-Talbi\\a (2n &ardiac 5emedies, 'e medicinis cordialibus in Latin).
[italics ZitKin sTuare bracNets@   ms. attested.
)or further information see www.avicennaproMect.eu, section ‘Manuscripts/List 
(chronological)· as of -ul\  (http://www.avicennaproMect.eu/index.php "id ).
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ABSTRACT
7Ke Latin 7ranslation and tKe 2riJinal 9ersion of tKe ,löhi\\öt (Science of Divine Things 
of Avicenna’s .itöb al-əiföʾ
The present article anal\zes the evidence available in $rabic sources (preliminar\ 
lists of contents in manuscripts ; texts of manuscripts ; later quotations) that supports 
the h\pothesis according to which the medieval /atin translation of the metaph\sics of 
$vicenna·s .itāb al-əifāʾ is rooted in its $rabic bacNground when it conve\s an account 
of treatise 9 of the worN (called ¶9ersio /atina·) alternative to the one that can be found 
in the maMorit\ of codices and in current printings (¶9ersio 9ulgata·). ,t is argued (i) that 
the Versio Latina is probably more original than the Versio Vulgata, for doctrinal and 
philological reasons ; (ii) that the Versio Vulgata might respond to a deliberate intention 
to maNe the content of treatise 9 more compliant with the account of universals 
provided b\ $vicenna himself in the logic of the əifāʾ and, in general, with the traditional 
pre-$vicennian wa\s of expounding the doctrine of universals ; (iii) and that the Versio 
9ulgata was liNel\ the product of $vicenna·s school rather than of $vicenna himself 
as the result of shared concerns and theoretical debates that prompted the decision 
of modif\ing $vicenna·s original text through the intervention in all liNelihood of al-
ƜɫzƏönƮ. Two further issues are conclusivel\ discussed : (iv) how precisel\ the /atin 
translation relates to the $rabic bacNground of the 9ersio /atina (v) and whether 
the Versio Latina can be taken as the outlook of treatise V intended and licensed by 
$vicenna or it also conve\s elements of later non authorial modifications.
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Gundissalinus and Avicenna : 
Some Remarks on an Intricate Philosophical Connection
Dominicus *undissalinus is a peculiar figure in the twelfth-centur\ cultural 
landscape. %orn in the ,berian 3eninsula between  and  he received 
his philosophical education in &hartres possibl\ under Thierr\ of &hartres 
and :illiam of &onches as man\ traces in his original productions indicate1. 
$t least since  *undissalinus was archdeacon of &upllar a village not far 
from Segovia where supposedl\ he was resident until 2. Then he moved to 
Toledo where he was based from . This fact is to be linNed to the presence 
in the &astilian town of the -ewish philosopher $braham ibn Daud. $s pointed 
out b\ %ertolacci3 ,bn Daud·s translation of the prologue to $vicenna·s Liber 
sufficientiae ³ i.e. the .itāb al-əifāʾ ³ is to be seen as an invitation to the 
Toledan archbishop -ohn ,, to sponsor and support a series of translations 
into /atin of $vicenna·s worN. $s a result *undissalinus arrived in Toledo his 
presence probabl\ reTuired there b\ the same archbishop with the purpose of 
collaborating with ,bn Daud on the ¶$vicenna proMect· the first accomplishment 
of which was the /atin translation of $vicenna·s 'e anima realized before 4.
1 &f. N. HäriNg 7Kierr\ of &Kartres and 'ominicus *undissalinus « 0ediaeval Studies »   
pp. 271-286 ; K. M. Fredborg 7Ke Latin 5Ketorical &ommentaries b\ 7Kierr\ of &Kartres 3ontifical 
,nstitute of 0edieval Studies Toronto  ; ead. 7Ke 'ependence of 3etrus Helias’ Summa super 
Priscianum on :illiam of &oncKes’ *losae super 3riscianum « &ahiers de l·,nstitut du 0o\en Çge 
grec et latin »   pp. - ; a. Fidora Le dpbat sur la crpation  *uillaume de &oncKes mavtre de 
'ominiTue *undisalvi ? in b. obrist, i. Caiazzo eds. *uillaume de &oncKes  3KilosopKie et science au ;II 
siqcle S,S0E/ - Edizioni del *alluzzo )irenze  pp. - ; N. PolloNi 7Kierr\ of &Kartres and 
*undissalinus on 6piritual 6ubstance  7Ke 3roblem of H\lomorpKic &omposition « %ulletin de 3hilosophie 
0pdipvale »   pp. - ; and id. (lementi per una bioJrafia di 'ominicus *undisalvi « $rchives 
d·+istoire Doctrinale et /ittqraire du 0o\en Çge »   pp. -.
2 See l. M. Villar garCía 'ocumentaciyn medieval de la &atedral de 6eJovia (- 8niversidad 
de Salamanca Salamanca  p.  n. .
3 a. bertolaCCi A &ommunit\ of 7ranslators 7Ke Latin 0edieval 9ersions of Avicenna’s %ooN of tKe 
Cure in &. -. Mews -. 1. Crossley eds. &ommunities of LearninJ 1etZorNs and tKe 6KapinJ of Intellectual 
Identit\ in (urope - %repols Turnhout  pp. -.
4 The translation of 'e anima indeed is accompanied b\ a dedicator\ letter to -ohn ,, who 
died in 1166 : for this reason there is no doubt that the terminus ante Tuem of this translation is to 
be found in that \ear and conseTuentl\ that the 'e anima is the first complete translation of a 
worN b\ $vicenna realised in Toledo b\ *undissalinus. See also N. PolloNi 7Ke 7oledan 7ranslation 
0ovement and *undissalinus  6ome 5emarNs on His Activit\ and 3resence in &astile in y. beale-riVaya -. 
busiC eds. &ompanion to 0edieval 7oledo 6Kared &ommon 3laces (7oledo - forthcoming.
nicola polloni516
*undissalinus remained in Toledo until  the \ear in which he 
supposedl\ finished his worN as translator and left the &astilian town5. $fter 
that date indeed he probabl\ returned to Segovia where he is attested in 
 participating at the cathedral chapter the last witness we have to his life. 
During the twent\ \ears *undissalinus spent in Toledo he worNed on the /atin 
translation of approximatel\ twent\ worNs made b\ worNing in tandem with 
,bn Daud and -ohannes +ispanus6. 
The translations were realized in a biphasic process of verbal rendering of 
the $rabic into ,berian 9ernacular and then from 9ernacular into written /atin7. 
1aturall\ *undissalinus was responsible of the second part of this process while 
,bn Daud and -ohannes +ispanus were dedicated to the first part. Some passages 
of *undissalinus·s original writings where the author presents calTues of 
excerpts from the $rabic sources different from the /atin translations seem to 
indicate that *undissalinus at least in a later period of his life learned $rabic8.
The translations realised b\ *undissalinus have some peculiarities in 
comparison to the worN b\ *erard of &remona. :hile the latter worNed on an 
evidentl\ larger number of translations with a variet\ of authors and disciplines 
5 M. aloNso aloNso 1otas sobre los traductores toledanos 'ominJo *undisalvo \ -uan Hispano « al-
Andalus »   pp. -.
6 See d. N. Hasse a. búttNer 1otes on Anon\mous 7ZelftK-&entur\ 7ranslations of 3KilosopKical 7e[ts 
from Arabic into Latin on tKe Iberian 3eninsula in D. 1. Hasse a. bertolaCCi eds. 7Ke Arabic HebreZ and 
Latin 5eception of Avicenna’s 3K\sics and &osmoloJ\ %erlin - %oston  forthcoming.
7 See M.-t. d’alVerNy Les traductions j deu[ interprqtes d’arabe en lanJue vernaculaire et de lanJue 
vernaculaire en latin in g. CoNtaMiNe ed. 7raduction et traducteurs au 0o\en ÇJe Actes du colloTue 
international du &156 orJanispe j 3aris Institut de recKercKe et d’Kistoire des te[tes les - mai  
editions du &15S 3aris  pp. - ; C. burNett Literal 7ranslation and IntelliJent Adaptation 
amonJst tKe Arabic-Latin 7ranslators of tKe First Half of tKe 7ZelftK &entur\ in b. M. sCarCia aMoretti 
ed. La diffusione delle scienze islamicKe nel 0edio (vo (uropeo $ccademia 1azionale dei /incei 5oma 
 pp. - ; and C. burNett 7ranslatinJ from Arabic into Latin in tKe 0iddle AJes  7Keor\ 3ractice 
and &riticism in s. g. loFts, P. w. roseMaNN eds. editer traduire interpreter  essais de mptKodoloJie 
pKilosopKiTue 3eeters /ouvain  pp. -.
 8 This possibilit\ seems to be corroborated b\ some textual traces suggesting that 
*undissalinus used the original $rabic text of $vicenna·s IlāKi\\āt. See N. PolloNi Aristotle in 7oledo : 
*undissalinus tKe Arabs and *erard of &remona’s 7ranslations in &. burNett, P. MaNtas eds. ‘([ 2riente 
Lu[’ 7ranslatinJ :ords 6cripts and 6t\les in tKe 0edieval 0editerranean :orld &1E58 &yrdoba  
($rabica 9eritas ,9) pp. -. This could explain the authorship attested b\ the manuscript 
tradition of some /atin translations to *undissalinus alone : and the acTuisition of $rabic is a 
necessar\ though not sufficient condition to state this point. The attributions of the /atin 
manuscripts indeed should not be taNen as a proof of *undissalinus·s Nnowledge of $rabic since 
the name of the translating collaborator could have been missed b\ the tradition. ,n this wa\ new 
examinations of the tradition of ever\ single worN translated b\ *undissalinus should be made 
at some point in the future in order to clarif\ this point together with an overall anal\sis of the 
different textual versions of the excerpts presented b\ *undissalinus in his original production.
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(from philosoph\ to geomanc\) *undissalinus worNed onl\ on philosophical 
texts and those mostl\ of $rabic authors both ,slamic and -ewish. ,n this respect 
$vicenna pla\s a Ne\ role among the translations produced b\ *undissalinus 
since he worNed on the /atin translation of the 'e anima Liber de pKilosopKia prima 
the first three booNs of the 3K\sica parts of the IsaJoJe and 3osterior Anal\tics 
excerpts from 0eteora the 'e medicinis cordialibus and the pseudo-$vicennian 
Liber celi et mundi. $ll of these texts in interconnection with further /atin and 
$rabic sources mainl\ ,bn *abirol and al-)öröbƮ have a specific textual and 
doctrinal inÁuence on *undissalinus·s original philosophical production.
$vicenna is the author who for the number of writings translated and their 
complexit\ would in man\ respects define *undissalinus·s Toledan worN as 
translator and philosopher. ,n this connection $braham ibn Daud·s position as a 
convinced $vicennist who had first-hand Nnowledge of $rabic philosoph\ should 
be recalled. ,bn Daud supplied probabl\ the organisation and made decisions as to 
what texts were to be translated. )urthermore and even more importantl\ it was 
he who interpreted the texts in the $rabic-into-9ernacular part of the biphasic 
translating method adopted in Toledo. The role pla\ed b\ the -ewish philosopher 
is pivotal and ,bn Daud inÁuenced also *undissalinus·s original philosophical 
productions especiall\ though his criticism of ,bn *abirol·s ontolog\9. 
Traditionall\ six original writings have been attributed to *undissalinus : 
'e unitate et uno10 'e scientiis11 'e immortalitate animae12 'e anima13 'e divisione 
pKilosopKiae14 and 'e processione mundi15. The list of *undissalinus·s worNs 
9 &f. N. PolloNi *limpses of tKe Invisible  'octrines and 6ources of 'ominicus *undissalinus’ 0eta-
pK\sics forthcoming.
10 guNdissaliNus 'e unitate et uno ed. P. CorreNs 'ie dem %oetKius fllscKlicK zuJescKriebene 
AbKandlunJ des 'ominicus *undisalvi 'e unitate « %eitrlge zur *eschichte der 3hilosophie und 
Theologie des 0ittelalters » /  pp. - ; guNdissaliNus (l Liber de unitate et uno ed. M. aloNso 
aloNso « Pensamiento »   pp. - ; and guNdissaliNus 'e unitate et uno ed. M. J. soto 
bruNa, C. aloNso del real De unitate et uno de 'ominicus *undissalinus E81S$ 3amplona .
11 guNdissaliNus 'e scientiis ed. M. aloNso aloNso Editorial 0aestre 0adrid - *ranada .
12 guNdissaliNus 'e immortalitate animae ed. g. bülow 'es 'ominicus *undissalinus 6cKrift 9on 
der 8nsterblicKNeit der 6eele « %eitrlge zur *eschichte der 3hilosophie des 0ittelalters » /  
pp. 1-38.
13 guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. J. t. MuCKle 7Ke 7reatise De anima of 'ominicus *undissalinus 
« 0ediaeval Studies »   pp. - ; and guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. C. aloNso del real, M. J. 
soto bruNa (l Tractatvs de anima atribuido a 'ominicvs *vundi>s@salinvs E81S$ 3amplona .
14 guNdissaliNus 'e divisione pKilosopKiae ed. l. baur « %eitrlge zur *eschichte der 3hilosophie 
und Theologie des 0ittelalters » /  pp. 3-142.
15 guNdissaliNus 'e processione mundi ed. *. bülow 'es 'ominicus *undissalinus 6cKrift 9on dem 
HervorJanJe der :elt « %eitrlge zur *eschichte der 3hilosophie und Theologie des 0ittelalters » 
/  pp. - ; and d. guNdissaliNus 'e processione mundi ed. M. J. soto bruNa, C. aloNso del real 
'e processione mundi (studio \ ediciyn crttica del tratado de ' *undisalvo E81S$ 3amplona .
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nevertheless has undergone a certain degree of reassessment in the last six 
decades as a conseTuence of the problematization of the manuscript tradition. 
,n the first place at least one further worN should be added to the list that is the 
Liber maKameletK whose production is directl\ related to *undissalinus·s circle 
as pointed out b\ &harles %urnett and the editor of the text $. 0. 9lasschaert16. 
The Liber maKameletK is a peculiar treatise which deals mainl\ with the practical 
application of arithmetical and algebraic operation to ever\da\ life with a 
specific interest in commerce. 1onetheless since this writing does not have 
a philosophical nature and its author is to have been amongst the members 
of the ¶*undissalinus·s circle· and perhaps not *undissalinus himself it will 
not be considered in the present anal\sis. $nother worN that is to be linNed 
to *undissalinus·s team is with all probabilit\ the anon\mous treatise 2n tKe 
3ereJrination of tKe 6oul in tKe Afterlife discovered b\ d·$lvern\ : this worN is 
dependent on *undissalinus·s writings in a ver\ peculiar wa\ but since the 
authorship of this writing has not been demonstrated \et the 3ereJrinatio will 
not be discussed here either17.
The attribution of the 'e immortalitate animae to *undissalinus has also 
been called into Tuestion. The h\pothesis of a different authorship rather 
than the Toledan philosopher is rooted on the twofold manuscript tradition 
of this treatise that ascribes the worN to both *undissalinus and :illiam of 
$uvergne. :hile the critical editor %low produced a stemma codicum which 
claims *undissalinus·s authorship some scholars particularl\ $. 0asnovo and 
B. Allard18 have criticised this attribution (and the stemma codicum) proposing 
:illiam as the author of the 'e immortalitate animae. Even though further data 
seem to oppose this last h\pothesis , shall not consider the treatise as a worN 
b\ *undissalinus.
)inall\ the specific problems arising from the consideration of *undissalinus·s 
'e scientiis should be underlined. ,n this respect there is no doubt about the 
attribution : the author is *undissalinus. The problem nonetheless resides on 
16 See Le Liber maKamaletK critical edition b\ a. M. VlassCHaert Steiner Stuttgart  ; and 
Liber maKamelet critical edition b\ J. sesiaNo Springer %erlin .
17 0.-T. d’alVerNy Les pprpJrinations de l’kme dans l’autre monde d’aprqs un anon\me de la fine du 
;IIe siqcle « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et littpraire du 0o\en Çge »  - pp. -.
18 See a. MasNoVo 'a *uJlielmo d’AuverJne a san 7ommaso d’ATuino 9ita e 3ensiero 0ilano -
 pp. - ; b. allard 1ote sur le De immortalitate animae de *uillaume d’AuverJne « Bulletin de 
philosophie mpdipvale »   pp. - ; and id. 1ouvelles additions et corrections au 5ppertoire 
de *lorieu[  j propos de *uillaume d’AuverJne « %ulletin de philosophie mpdipvale » - -
 pp. -.
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the st\listic and conseTuentl\ epistemic nature of the 'e scientiis. The worN is 
essentiall\ a /atin version of al-)arabi·s .itāb IƤɓāʾ al-ʿ8lūm. *erard of &remona 
produced a literal and comprehensive /atin translation of this )arabian worN19. 
,n comparison to *erard·s version *undissalinus·s 'e scientiis presents a wide 
degree of textual and doctrinal alteration for *undissalinus cuts man\ passages 
he did not agree with modifies other parts of the text and in general re-shapes 
the whole writing into something that has a h\brid literar\ statute for it is neither 
a pure translation nor an actual original writing. $ll the same the problems 
regarding the status of the 'e scientiis does not affect the present stud\ since 
there is no substantial inÁuence of $vicenna in this writing textual or doctrinal.
$ reliable attribution to *undissalinus·s authorship can be stated therefore 
for four philosophical writings : 'e unitate et uno 'e anima 'e divisione pKilosopKiae 
and 'e processione mundi. ,n these four texts is condensed *undissalinus·s attempt 
to renovate the /atin discussion on three main topics : ps\cholog\ epistemolog\ 
and metaph\sics and in all these three aspects $vicenna pla\s a primar\ role. 
*undissalinus·s 'e anima tries to give an overall account of the soul from 
the problem of its origins to its powers and its Nnowledge once separated 
from the bod\. ,n doing so *undissalinus uses mainl\ three sources : 4usta ibn 
/uTa·s 'ifferentia animae et spiritus $vicenna·s 'e anima and ,bn *abirol·s Fons 
vitae which are accompanied b\ a number of /atin authorities amongst whom 
$ugustine features. This s\ncretic tendenc\ to melt together different traditions 
and perspectives is even stronger in the epistemological treatise 'e divisione 
pKilosopKiae. This treatise as the title suggests is focused on the articulation 
of Nnowledge. *undissalinus·s purpose in writing on the overall articulation 
of Nnowledge entails the use of a vast number of sources on which a complete 
epistemological s\stem could and should be based. 
)urthermore *undissalinus dedicates two treatises to metaph\sics the De 
unitate et uno and 'e processione mundi. The 'e unitate is short : Gundissalinus 
discusses almost exclusivel\ the theme of 2neness and then the metaph\sical 
difference between pure 8nit\ and derived unit\. The main source here is 
,bn *abirol·s Fons vitae from which *undissalinus tooN besides the doctrine of 
universal h\lomorphism ,bn *abirol·s cosmological progression. These features 
are Moined to %oethius·s authorit\ stating that « TuicTuid est ideo est Tuia 
19 See al-Fārā%ī hber die :issenscKaften  'e scientiis  1acK der lateiniscKen hbersetzunJ *erKards 
von &remona ed. F. sCHuPP )elix 0einer 9erlag +amburg .
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unum est »20 a Nind of thematic refrain in the 'e unitate. ,n the 'e processione 
mundi written after the 'e unitate *undissalinus presents his own cosmological 
s\nthesis and tries to resolve some of the most controversial problems discussed 
in his time b\ a 7imaeus-based viewpoint basicall\ using $vicenna·s and ,bn 
*abirol·s ontologies. 
tHe textual PreseNCe oF aViCeNNa iN guNdissaliNus’s worKs
*undissalinus maNes a wide use of $vicenna·s writing presented through 
Tuotations and implicit references to his worNs. 1onetheless *undissalinus 
pursues a Nind of alteration strateJ\ while Tuoting $vicenna and his other $rabic 
sources21. *undissalinus·s relation with his $rabic sources is marNed b\ a peculiar 
twofold approach. The Toledan philosopher is at one and the same time a 
translator from $rabic into /atin and tKe translator of man\ of the sources 
upon which he bases his own philosophical reÁection. )rom this perspective 
the traditional problem of the interpretative freedom of the translator ³ or 
better the hermeneutical stratification to which the translated text is exposed 
³ finds a particular outcome. *undissalinus interprets the original text while 
translating it into /atin and then he re-interprets the same text when he uses 
(and Tuotes) it in his original production. $nd since *undissalinus·s worNs are 
for the most part collationes of Tuotations whose text onl\ rarel\ corresponds 
literall\ to that of the sources he is Tuoting the recognition of this discrepanc\ 
offers a thorn\ problem to the scholarship dealing with *undissalinus. 
,n the first place *undissalinus·s use of his sources is marNed b\ blind 
Tuotations. ,n the 'e processione mundi alone there are more than one hundred 
direct Tuotations of excerpts derived from $rabic and /atin authors and 
none of them maNes explicit reference to its original source. 2n the contrar\ 
*undissalinus inserts on some occasions false references to $ristotle while 
Tuoting other authors especiall\ $vicenna22. )or example in the 'e anima 
when *undissalinus states that :
« Ex his igitur manifestum est Tuod cum nec vita nec una perfectionum sive 
bonitatum retenta sit apud primum principium in prima genitura sicut 
$ristoteles dixit tamen non omne corpus est receptibile vitae Tuia caret 
aptitudine recipiendi eam »23.
20 guNdissaliNus 'e unitate et uno ed. CorreNs p.  -
21 &f. N. PolloNi *undissalinus on 1ecessar\ %einJ  7e[tual and 'octrinal Alterations in tKe ([position 
of Avicenna’s 0etaph\sics « $rabic Sciences and 3hilosoph\ » /  pp. -.
22 &f. PolloNi Aristotle in 7oledo  *undissalinus tKe Arabs and *erard of &remona’s 7ranslations cit.
23 guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. aloNso del real p.  -.
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+e is actuall\ Tuoting a passage from $vicenna·s 'e medicinis cordialibus 
where *undissalinus could read :
« 1ec vita nec ulla perfectionum aut bonitatum est retenta apud primum 
principium in prima genitura sed receptibilia TuandoTue sunt carentia 
aptitudine recipienti ea ... »24.
This is Must one example of *undissalinus·s attitude towards the Tuotations he 
maNes and the references which accompan\ them. ,t should be added to this that 
*undissalinus·s most common st\listic manoeuvre is to isolate sentences from 
the context of the original source and integrate them in a new context often 
composed of a variet\ of isolated Tuoted sentences whose horizon of meaning is 
sensibl\ different from the original. 2n some occasions the purpose of Tuoting 
such short sentences without displa\ing an\ relevant content is completel\ 
unclear. 2n other occasions this attitude corresponds to *undissalinus·s 
attempt to produce a theoretical s\nthesis between doctrinal cores he perceived 
as opposite to each other. 
1ot all the Tuotations presented b\ *undissalinus though are short or 
melded with other textual sources. ,n some occasions and basicall\ when using 
materials from $vicenna·s worNs *undissalinus Tuotes large excerpts even 
entire chapters. The length of these excerpts is directl\ related to the theoretical 
relevance the\ have in *undissalinus·s worN that is the doctrinal role pla\ed 
b\ $vicenna·s Tuotations in three worNs : 'e processione mundi 'e anima and De 
divisione pKilosopKiae. /eaving aside the 'e immortalitate animae whose authorship 
is still dubious and the 'e scientiis which is a ¶creative translation· of al-)öröbƮ·s 
.itāb IƤɓāʾ al-ʿ8lūm one should mention the reasons for the absence of $vicenna 
from the one treatise left the 'e unitate et uno before passing on to anal\se his 
presence in the other three worNs.
*undissalinus·s 'e unitate is with all probabilit\ one of the first worNs he 
wrote. ,t is almost completel\ dependent on ,bn *abirol·s Fons vitae with little 
inÁuence from other sources and an even less critical attitude toward the 
implicit conseTuences of ,bn *abirol·s cosmological s\stem and ontolog\. ,n this 
rather short treatise though there seems to be at least one trace of $vicenna 
namel\ in the following passage where *undissalinus discusses the different 
wa\s b\ which one can understand composed unit\ :
24 aViCeNNa 'e medicine cordialibus critical edition b\ s. VaN riet in aViCeNNa Liber de anima seu 
se[tus de naturalibus  vols. 3eeters - %rill /ouvain - /eiden  vol. ,, p.  -.
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« $lia dicuntur unum aggregatione ut populus et grex congeries lapidum vel 
acervus tritici. $lia dicuntur proportione unum ut rector navis et gubernator 
civitatis dicuntur unum similitudine officii »25.
This passage appears be derived from $vicenna·s Liber de pKilosopKia prima 
also translated b\ *undissalinus. ,n booN ,,, chapter  while discussing the 
same topic $vicenna states that :
« 8num autem aeTualitate est comparatio aliTua sicut hoc Tuod comparatio 
navis ad rectorem et civitatis ad regem una est : hae enim duae comparationes 
consimiles sunt nec est earum unitio per accidens sed est unitas Tuaedam in 
Tua uniuntur per accidens unitas navis et civitatis et per illas est unitas per 
accidens  unitas enim duarum dispositionum non est unitas Tuam posuimus 
unitatem per accidens »26.
*undissalinus ³ if he is dependent on the Liber de pKilosopKia prima ³ sensibl\ 
simplifies $vicenna·s line of reasoning. 0oreover it is interesting to notice that 
the two passages displa\ a crucial lexicographical difference : while $vicenna·s 
text refers to rector and re[ as the two beings forming this Nind of unit\ the De 
unitate uses the terms rector and Jubernator. 1ow since the original $rabic text 
of the Liber de pKilosopKia prima reads ¶Za-Ƥāl al-madīna ʿinda l-maliN ZāƤida· thus 
the correct /atin rendering should be re[. There are man\ possible explanations 
for this inconsistenc\ between the two excerpts and possibl\ *undissalinus had 
a mediated access to this passage (admitting that it is the actual source) thanNs to 
$braham ibn Daud. )or the absence of an\ further Tuotations and especiall\ of 
an\ doctrinal inÁuence of $vicenna on the 'e unitate et uno it could be supposed 
that the Liber de pKilosopKia prima still had to be translated into /atin. ,ndeed 
the 'e processione mundi written after the 'e unitate offers a more profound 
reception of $vicenna·s metaph\sics.
$s for textual Tuotations the 'e processione mundi presents at least two direct 
Tuotations of worNs b\ $vicenna extremel\ different to each other. The first 
Tuotation presented b\ *undissalinus27 covers almost entirel\ chapter  and  
of the first booN of the Liber de pKilosopKia prima28. Through this *undissalinus 
expounds $vicenna·s demonstrations of the unrelated 2neness of the 1ecessar\ 
Existent and the ver\ doctrine of necessar\ and possible being upon which 
25  guNdissaliNus 'e unitate et uno ed. CorreNs p.  -
26  aViCeNNa Liber de pKilosopKia prima critical edition b\ s. VaN riet 3eeters /ouvain  
p.  -.
27 guNdissaliNus 'e processione mundi ed. bülow pp.   -  .
28 aViCeNNa Liber de pKilosopKia prima ed. VaN riet pp.   -  .
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*undissalinus·s overall ontolog\ is based on the 'e processione. This vast and dense 
Tuotation offers also a Áavour of *undissalinus·s alteration strateg\ through which 
the ver\ Tuotations are inserted on the newl\ produced writing29. The textual 
comparison between the two excerpts reveals *undissalinus·s creative spirit 
through which he modifies the Tuoted text in different wa\s and basicall\ b\ :
• changing the order of the paragraphs ;
• subtl\ modif\ing the lexicon used ;
• altering $vicenna·s line of reasoning on at least one occasion30.
,t should be supposed that b\ changing the Tuoted text in this manifold 
wa\ *undissalinus is aiming at a specific purpose or purposes. ,n the first place 
*undissalinus·s concern regarding the consistenc\ of the theoretical outcomes 
of the writing he is worNing on should be assumed. The insertion of an\ Tuoted 
excerpt must meet some implicit criteria of consistenc\ with the overall writing 
on which it is presented and in particular with the other texts Tuoted b\ 
*undissalinus. This concern might be the origin of *undissalinus·s change of 
parts of the Tuoted passage. 0oreover ³ and this is eminentl\ displa\ed b\ 
*undissalinus·s 'e scientiis ³ the Toledan philosopher could have disagreed with 
some passages of the source he is using and thus could have preferred to cut 
those passages while Tuoting the source (or translating it in the case of the 
'e scientiis). )urthermore *undissalinus in this case is Tuoting a worN he has 
translated into /atin. Some factors could be in pla\ in such a d\namic. )irst 
*undissalinus could find his previous translation as not completel\ satisfactor\ 
an\more and then re-translate the text from the $rabic while Tuoting. 2r 
probabl\ *undissalinus is engaged in polishing his previous /atin translation 
while Tuoting the text in his original writing. 
29 ,t is extremel\ important to stress here that the textual comparison between two medieval 
versions of the same worN (or in this case two version of the same excerpt) has to be structurall\ 
problematized b\ taNing into account the possible corruption of the transmission of the text. That 
is to sa\ the simple comparison between critical edited texts is not sufficient for asserting the 
voluntar\ modification of lexical or even doctrinal elements. )or this reason while the recognition 
of some voluntar\ alterations b\ *undissalinus is patent (for example the change in the order of 
the paragraphs of the Tuoted text or the modification of doctrinal passages in order to maNe the 
Tuoted text consistent with *undissalinus·s writing where it is presented) not ever\ difference 
between the text of the source and the Tuoted text should be considered a voluntar\ alteration. 
See PolloNi *undissalinus on 1ecessar\ %einJ cit.
30 )or an overall anal\sis of these alterations see PolloNi *undissalinus on 1ecessar\ %einJ cit. The 
appendix to the article (pp. -) also presents a textual comparison between the two versions 
of these passages in $vicenna·s Liber de pKilosopKia prima and *undissalinus·s 'e processione mundi.
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The 'e processione mundi offers another direct Tuotation of a worN written b\ 
$vicenna this time from the 3K\sica. :hile discussing the doctrine of universal 
h\lomorphism ³ possibl\ the most important point of *undissalinus·s ontolog\ 
³ the Toledan philosopher states :
« Ex hoc enim Tuod est in potentia receptibilis formarum vocatur \le et ex hoc 
Tuod iam in actu est sustinens formam subiectum vocatur. Sed non sicut in logica 
subiectum accipitur cum substantia describitur. <le enim non est subiectum hoc 
modo sed est subiecta formae et ex hoc Tuod est communis omnibus formis 
vocatur vel massa vel materia  et ex hoc Tuod alia resolvuntur in illam Tuoniam 
ipsa est simplex pars omnis compositi vocatur elementum Tuemadmodum et in 
aliis. Et ex hoc Tuod ab illa incipit compositio vocatur origo ; sed cum incipitur a 
composito et pervenitur ad illam vocatur elementum »31. 
This passage is a direct Tuotation of $vicenna·s 3K\sica booN , translated b\ 
*undissalinus and which reads :
« Et haec h\le secundum hoc Tuod est in potentia receptibilis formae aut 
formarum vocatur h\le et secundum hoc Tuod est in actu sustinens formam 
vocatur subiectum. 1on autem hic accipimus subiectum sicut in logica Tuando 
definiebatur substantia Tuia h\le non est subiectum ex hoc intellectu ullo modo 
et secundum hoc Tuod est communis omnibus formatis vocatur materia vel massa 
et secundum hoc Tuod resolvuntur in illa et est ipsa pars simplex receptibilis 
formae totius compositi vocatur elementum. Similiter etiam TuicTuid est sicut 
illud et secundum hoc Tuod ab illa incipit compositio vocatur origo ; similiter 
etiam TuicTuid est aliud Tuod est sicut illa : fortasse enim Tuando incipitur ab 
ea vocatur origo Tuando autem incipitur a compositio et pervenitur ad illam 
vocatur elementum Tuia elementum est simplicior pars compositi »32.
*undissalinus·s Tuotation displa\s a certain degree of simplification of the 
original text from both a s\ntactical and doctrinal point of view. $ll the same 
it should be noticed that the $vicennian excerpt is surrounded in the receiving 
writing b\ a conspicuous number of direct Tuotations of ,bn *abirol·s Fons vitae 
maNing of this passage from the 3K\sica a Nind of explanator\ addendum of 
universal h\lomorphism. 
$ similar use of $vicennian materials can be detected in *undissalinus·s 
epistemological treatise 'e divisione pKilosopKiae. This worN too presents a wide 
31 guNdissaliNus 'e processione mundi ed. bülow p.  -.
32 aViCeNNa Liber primus naturalium 7ractatus primus de causis et principiis naturalium critical 
edition b\ S. VaN riet 3eeters - %rill /ouvain - /eiden  pp.   -  .
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number of blind Tuotations from man\ writings of the $rabic and /atin traditions 
Tuotes melded together in a similar fashion to the 'e processione mundi. The role 
pla\ed b\ $vicenna in the 'e divisione pKilosopKiae is crucial also since *undissalinus·s 
division of the sciences is rooted on the $vicennian theor\ of subalternation. $s for 
the 'e processione the main doctrinal tasN is pursued b\ *undissalinus through the 
Tuotation of a large excerpt that in the econom\ of the 'e divisione taNes the title 
6umma Avicennae de convenientia et differentia subiectorum33 or perhaps from a more 
accuratel\ philological point of view as proposed b\ -. -anssens 6umma Avicennae 
de convenientia et differentia scientiarum praedictarum34.
This large Tuotation presents $vicenna·s doctrine of subalternation and 
its value is pivotal for this passage grounds explains and Mustifies the overall 
discussion presented b\ the Toledan philosopher in the 'e divisione. $nother 
important factor to consider is that the 6umma Avicennae is a /atin translation of 
chapter seven of the second part of $vicenna·s .itāb al-%urKān from the əifāʾ¶s 
booN on logic : the onl\ extant /atin translation of this writing. ,n this case the 
remarNs made above regarding *undissalinus·s aim at polishing and adapting 
his previous translation of the Tuoted text cannot be repeated : it is not Nnown 
whether the Tuotation from .itāb al-%urKān was preceded b\ a non-extant 
translation of the whole writing b\ *undissalinus or not even though it does 
not seem to be the case
*undissalinus·s 'e divisione pKilosopKiae displa\s further Tuotations from 
$vicenna·s worNs mainl\ derived from the Liber de pKilosopKia prima. $ striNing 
example of the textual inÁuence of this writing on the 'e divisione is provided 
b\ *undissalinus·s discussion of metaph\sics as first philosoph\ about which 
he claims :
« 0ultis modis haec scientia vocatur. Dicitur enim ¶scientia divina· a digniori 
parte Tuia ipsa de Deo inTuirit an sit et probat Tuod sit. Dicitur ¶philosophia 
prima· Tuia ipsa est scientia de prima causa esse. Dicitur etiam ¶causa causarum· 
Tuia in ea agitur de Deo Tui est causa omnium. Dicitur etiam ¶metaph\sica· i.e. 
¶post ph\sicam· Tuia ipsa est de eo Tuod est post naturam. ,ntelligitur autem hic 
33 guNdissaliNus 'e divisione pKilosopKiae ed. baur pp.   -  .
34 &f. J. JaNsseNs Le De divisione philosophiae de *undissalinus  TuelTues remarTues prpliminaires 
j une pdition critiTue in e. Coda, C. MartiNi boNadeo eds. 'e l’antiTuitp tardive au 0o\en ÇJe  ptudes de 
loJiTue aristotplicienne et de pKilosopKie JrecTue s\riaTue arabe et latine offertes j Henri HuJonnard-
5ocKe 9rin 3aris  pp. -. See also H. HugoNNard roCHe La classification des sciences de 
*undissalinus et l’inÁuence d’Avicenne in J. JoliVet, r. rasHed eds. etudes sur Avicenne /es %elles 
/ettres 3aris  pp. - ivi 42.
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natura virtus Tuae est principium motus et Tuietis : immo est virtus et principium 
universorum accidentium Tuae proveniunt ex materia corporali. 8nde Tuia 
haec scientia dicitur ¶post naturam· haec posteritas non est Tuantum in se sed 
Tuantum ad nos. 3rimum enim Tuod percipimus de eo Tuod est et scimus eius 
dispositiones natura est  unde Tuod meretur vocari haec scientia considerata in 
se hoc est ut dicatur Tuod est scientia de eo Tuod est ante naturam. Ea enim 
de Tuibus inTuiritur in illa per essentiam et per scientiam sunt ante naturam »35.
This passage is textuall\ based on two passages at least of the first booN 
of $vicenna·s Liber de pKilosopKia prima : $vicenna·s discussion of pKilosopKia 
prima as science of the cause of being36 (second chapter) of which *undissalinus 
cuts an\ reference to metaph\sics as the science of ¶ens inTuantum est ens· ³  ; 
and $vicenna·s remarNs on the priorit\ or posterit\ of metaph\sics in itself 
and for us (third chapter)37. This inÁuence appears to be even stronger when 
considering *undissalinus·s further definitions of metaph\sics as ¶scientia de 
rebus separatis a materia definitione·38  ¶philosophia certissima et prima·39 ; 
¶sapientia certissima·40  and ¶sapientia·41. 
35 guNdissaliNus 'e divisione pKilosopKiae ed. baur p.  -.
36 aViCeNNa Liber de pKilosopKia prima ed. VaN riet pp.   -   : « ,gitur Tuaestiones huius 
scientiae Tuaedam sunt causae esse inTuantum est esse causatum et Tuaedam sunt accidentalia 
esse et Tuaedam sunt principia scientiarum singularum. Et scientia horum Tuaeritur in hoc 
magisterio. Et haec est philosophia prima Tuia ipsa est scientia de prima causa esse et haec est 
prima causa sed prima causa universitatis est esse et unitas  et est etiam sapientia Tuae est nobilior 
scientia Tua apprehenditur nobilius scitum : nobilior vero scientia Tuia est certitudo veritatis et 
nobilius scitum Tuia est Deus et causae Tuae sunt post eum  et etiam cognitio causarum ultimarum 
omnis esse et cognitio Dei et propterea definitur scientia divina sic Tuod est scientia de rebus 
separatis a materia definitione et definitionibus Tuia ens inTuantum est ens et principia eius et 
accidentalia eius inTuantum sunt sicut iam patuit nullum eorum est nisi praecedens materiam 
nec pendet esse eius ex esse illius. &um autem inTuiritur in hac scientia de eo Tuod non praecedit 
materiam non inTuiritur in ea nisi secundum hoc Tuod eius esse non eget materia ».
37 aViCeNNa Liber de pKilosopKia prima ed. VaN riet pp.   -   : « 1omen vero huius 
scientiae est Tuod ipsa est de eo Tuod est post naturam. ,ntelligitur autem natura virtus Tuae est 
principium motus et Tuietis immo et universitatis eorum accidentium Tuae proveniunt ex materia 
corporali est virtus. ,am autem dictum est Tuod natura est corporis naturalis Tuod habet naturam. 
&orpus vero naturale est corpus sensibile cum eo Tuod habet de proprietatibus et accidentibus. 
4uod vero dicitur post naturam hoc posteritas est in respectu Tuantum ad nos : primum enim 
Tuod percipimus de eo Tuod est et scimus eius dispositiones est hoc Tuod praesentatur nobis de 
hoc esse naturali. 8nde Tuod meretur vocari haec scientia considerata in se hoc est ut dicatur 
Tuod est scientia de eo Tuod est ante naturam : ea enim de Tuibus inTuiritur in hac scientia per 
essentiam et per scientiam sunt ante naturam ».
38 guNdissaliNus 'e divisione pKilosopKiae ed. baur p.  .
39 Ibid. p.  .
40 Ibid. p.  .
41 Ibid. pp.   -  .
gundissalinus and avicenna 527
$ similar attitude toward $vicenna·s texts can be seen at worN in *undissalinus·s 
'e anima with some differences. This writing is dedicated to the discussion of 
the soul from its definition to its ontological composition immortalit\ and 
ps\chological powers. $s mentioned above the main sources on which this worN 
is based are basicall\ three : 4usta ,bn /uTa·s 'e differentia spiritus et animae ,bn 
*abirol·s Fons vitae and $vicenna·s 'e anima which is also the main and almost 
exclusive source of the two final chapters where *undissalinus finall\ deals with 
the ps\chological powers of the vegetative sensitive and intellective soul42. 
,ndeed a close consideration of these two chapters displa\s that *undissalinus 
completel\ relies on $vicenna·s writing : the text of the treatise is developed as a 
collatio of different excerpts from $vicenna·s homon\mous worN derived mostl\ 
from booN , and 943. 1onetheless while the presence of $vicenna·s 'e anima 
is wide man\ of his further worNs seems to have inÁuenced *undissalinus·s 
ps\chological writing : a fact that can possibl\ be explained b\ the relativel\ 
earl\ date of composition of *undissalinus·s 'e anima. 
The worNs b\ $vicenna pla\ therefore an enveloping primar\ and 
uneTuivocal role in the original writings of the Toledan philosopher. The 
presence of direct Tuotations from $vicenna·s worNs is vast and diffusive 
and exceeds the exemplar cases discussed here. $nd through this presence 
the doctrines and theories elaborated b\ $vicenna come to be crucial for 
*undissalinus·s original speculation.
tHe doCtriNal iNFlueNCe oF aViCeNNa oN guNdissaliNus’s reFleCtioNs
*undissalinus·s speculation is a comprehensive attempt at updating 
the philosophical debate contemporar\ to him through the assimilation of 
the new doctrines and sources derived b\ the $rabic-into-/atin translation 
movement. *undissalinus translates reads studies and sometimes criticises 
the $rabic sources he uses and while his reÁection is aimed at resolving some 
crucial problems of the /atin tradition ³ concerning the soul the division of 
sciences the constitution of realit\ ³ the temporal development of his own 
philosophical reÁection is marNed b\ some changes of perspective and doctrinal 
problematizations. %\ this point of view the encounter with $vicenna is pivotal 
for *undissalinus and from the translation of the 'e anima up to that of the 
3K\sica the Toledan philosopher shapes his reÁections in the shadow of $vicenna.
42 guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. aloNso del real pp.   -  .
43 &f. d. N. Hasse Avicenna’s 'e anima in tKe Latin :est 7Ke Formation of a 3eripatetic 3KilosopK\ of 
tKe 6oul (- :arburg ,nstitute /ondon  p. .
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*undissalinus·s reading of $vicenna·s worNs is rather different from that of 
later philosophers such as $lbert the *reat or Thomas $Tuinas. *undissalinus 
is the first /atin philosopher to deal with $vicenna·s speculation and from a 
perhaps ingenuous perspective. *undissalinus is not interested in doctrines that 
will be the focus of the subseTuent reception of $vicenna·s writings such as the 
discussion of the difference between essence and existence the perpetration of 
the species through the individuals or the theor\ of the indifference of essences. 
2ther doctrines toward which *undissalinus displa\s a certain interest do not 
find an\ real degree of problematization as if *undissalinus would not have 
been able to see the problems arising from the acceptation of these theories. 
2ne of the most renowned cases of this attitude is *undissalinus·s acceptance of 
$vicenna·s theor\ of the separate active intellect44. 
,n all these cases $vicenna is the main author through whom *undissalinus 
tries to give his own account of ps\cholog\ epistemolog\ and metaph\sics. 
Through anal\sis of *undissalinus·s original production it is possible to grasp 
how $vicenna is used to resolve problems arising from *undissalinus·s own 
adhesion to further $rabic doctrines as for example his acceptance of ,bn 
*abirol·s perspective in cosmolog\ and ontolog\. 
)rom the consideration of the sources used the st\le presented and the cross-
textual anal\sis it can be said that the 'e unitate et uno and the 'e scientiis are the 
first worNs to be written b\ *undissalinus45. The comparison of these two worNs 
with *undissalinus·s mature development of the same topics in his 'e processione 
mundi and 'e divisione pKilosopKiae displa\s how relevant is the contribution 
of $vicenna to *undissalinus·s reÁections. This aspect is particularl\ evident 
regarding the metaph\sical worNs written b\ the Toledan philosopher.
The theoretical core of the 'e unitate is the discussion of the metaph\sical 
concept of unit\ and oneness : ever\ single thing can be said to be one through 
the participation to unit\ and thus b\ being one that thing can be said to be46. 
The main and almost exclusive source of *undissalinus·s discussion of this topic 
is Solomon ,bn *abirol·s Fons vitae. The debt to ,bn *abirol·s writing is striNing 
since *undissalinus receives and develops from the Fons vitae both the doctrine 
of universal h\lomorphism and the cosmological progression of the h\postases. 
44 $s we are going to see it is extremel\ liNel\ that *undissalinus felt this doctrine as 
potentiall\ problematic : but his solution to this arising problem will be onl\ an entangled scheme 
of references to the traditional doctrine of illumination in order to show the consistenc\ between 
$vicenna and the /atin tradition.
45 See PolloNi *limpses of tKe Invisible cit.
46 guNdissaliNus 'e unitate et uno ed. CorreNs p.  -.
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The first problem *undissalinus has to resolve is the explanation of the 
modalit\ through which a thing participates of unit\ and this entails the 
problem of the ontological composition of the created being. %eing derives from 
the form (¶omne esse ex forma est·)47 but form can cause being/existence onl\ 
if and when it has a matter to Moin. Therefore being is a conseTuence of the 
union of matter and form : it is the ver\ existence of form with matter. ,n this 
ontological d\namic unit\ is the ver\ causal bond that Neeps together matter 
and form and thus unit\ appears as the fundamental ontological factor of 
existence. ,t is unit\ and unit\ onl\ that maNes possible an\ h\lomorphic union 
in virtue of which a thing is said to exist and when that bond is removed the 
thing is indeed dissolved  it does not exist an\more48. 
The crucial role pla\ed b\ unit\ is explained b\ the consideration of matter. ,n 
itself matter naturall\ tends to dispersion its nature is to be multiplied divided 
and fractioned. 0atter therefore is the ver\ contrar\ of unit\ and because of 
this unit\ is necessar\ in order to establish and maintain ever\ created being 
since onl\ unit\ can hold the matter and Neep it united to the form. 8nit\ alwa\s 
accompanies matter in the h\lomorphic compound : unit\ is the ver\ form that 
is Moined to matter and that·s wh\ it is said that being is caused b\ the form49. 
1onetheless the unit\/form immanent to the created being is a derived unit\ 
caused b\ the first 8nit\ that is *od. ,t is through *od·s will that an\ created thing 
is one thing and ever\thing tends to be one and to Moin the 2ne since ever\thing 
desire to be and the\ can be onl\ b\ being one50. $t the same time the derived unit\ 
is ontologicall\ ¶other· than divine 2ne. Ever\ caused being has to be different from 
its cause while the actual 8nit\ is eternal immutable and alien to an\ diversit\ 
the derived unit\ had to suffer multiplicit\ diversit\ and mutabilit\ : the created 
unit\ had to be Moined to matter the principle of multiplicit\ and change.
47 Ibid. p.  - : « 2mne enim esse ex forma est in creatis scilicet. Sed nullum esse ex forma 
est nisi cum forma materiae unita est. Esse igitur est nonnisi ex coniunctione formae cum materia. 
8nde philosophi sic describunt illud dicentes : esse est existentia formae cum materia. &um autem 
forma materiae unitur ex coniunctione utriusTue necessario aliTuid unum constituitur ».
48 Ibid. p.  - : « 4uapropter sicut unitate res ad esse ducitur sic et unitate in illo esse 
custoditur. 8nde esse et unum inseparabiliter concomitantur se et videntur esse simul natura ».
49 Ibid. p.  - : « $c per hoc unitas per se retinet materiam. Sed Tuod per se retinet non 
potest facere separationem. )orma ergo existens in materia Tuae perficit et custodit essentiam 
cuiusTue rei unitas est descendens a prima unitate Tuae creavit eam ».
50 Ibid. p.  - : « 4uia enim creator vere unus est ideo rebus Tuas condidit in hoc 
numero dedit ut unaTuaeTue habeat esse una. $c per hoc Tuia ex Tuo res habet esse una est : ideo 
motus omnium substantiarum est ad unum et propter unum  et nihil eorum Tuae sunt appetit 
esse multa sed omnia sicut appetunt esse sic et unum esse. 4uia enim omnia esse naturaliter 
appetunt habere autem esse non possunt nisi sint unum ideo omnia ad unum tendunt. 8nitas 
enim est Tuae unit omnia et retinet omnia diffusa in omnibus Tuae sunt ».
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0atter though is not the same ever\where. ,n its separation from its cause 
that is from *od matter suffers a Nind of thicNness and differentiation. :here it 
is closer to its cause matter is subtle and simple and unit\ can Moin it in a strong 
union as in the celestial beings that are indivisible in act and perpetual. ,n 
other regions of existence further from its cause matter is thicNer and weaNer 
and unit\ can hardl\ Neep its union with matter. %\ this the lowest things are 
weaN in existence and the\ suffer generation and corruption51. Gundissalinus 
presents this d\namic of ontological degradation through the metaphors of 
the water that descends from its spring and becomes obscure and thicN in the 
marshes and ponds  and that of the light that is weaNened in its separation from 
the source of light the latter referred to the progressive weaNening of unit\ in 
its union with matter 52.
This ontogonic d\namic explains the cosmological progression of the 
h\postases through various h\lomorphic unions. *undissalinus presents the 
same progression expounded b\ ,bn *abirol in his Fons vitae. The first created 
being is the ,ntelligence whose matter and form are simple and essentiall\ 
indivisible. This unit\ is multiplied in the Soul which suffers a certain degree of 
change and diversit\ and then through a progressive increase of multiplicit\ 
and change the progression causes the following h\postases up to the matter 
sustaining the Tuantit\ the thicNest of all matters53. 
The close connection between *undissalinus·s 'e unitate and ,bn *abirol·s Fons 
vitae is evident : the treatment of the metaph\sical value of unit\ as well as the 
overall description of the ontological composition and cosmological derivation 
are derived from ,bn *abirol to which could be added onl\ a few further sources 
with a minor impact on *undissalinus·s discussion. %oth *abirolian theories 
51 Ibid. pp.   -   : « 4uae Tuia a prima unitate remotissima est ideo spissa et corpulenta et 
constricta est et propter spissitudinem et grossitudinem suam opposita est substantiae superiori 
Tuae est subtilis et simplex Tuoniam illa est subiectum principii et initii unitatis haec vero est 
subiectum finis et extremitatis unitatis. )inis vero multum distat a principio Tuoniam finis non 
est dictus nisi defectus virtutis et terminus ».
52 &f. ibid. p.  -.
53 Ibid. p.  - : « Et ob hoc unitas Tuae duxit ad esse materiam intelligentiae est magis 
una et simplex non multiplex nec divisibilis essentialiter  sed si divisibilis est hoc siTuidem 
accidentaliter est  et ideo haec unitas simplicior et magis una est omnibus unitatibus Tuae ducunt 
ad esse ceteras substantias eo Tuod immediate cohaeret primae unitati Tuae creavit eam. Sed 
Tuia unitas subsistens in materia intelligentiae est unitas simplicitatis ideo necessario unitas 
subsistens in materia animae Tuia infra eam est crescit et multiplicatur et accidit ei mutatio et 
diversitas et sic paulatim descendendo a superiore per unumTuemTue gradum materiae inferior 
unitas augetur et multiplicatur TuousTue pervenitur ad materiam Tuae sustinet Tuantitatem 
scilicet substantiam huius mundi ».
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are assimilated b\ *undissalinus in a Tuite ingenuous non-problematised 
wa\. 8niversal h\lomorphism the basis of which is that ever\ created being is 
composed of matter and form is presented through an apparentl\ Tuite simple 
d\namic : ever\ being is derived b\ the union of matter and form/unit\ and 
through the progressive separation from their cause matter degenerates and 
becomes thicN while form/unit\ becomes weaNer in its unitive ontogonic action 
upon matter. This d\namic derived b\ ,bn *abirol suffers a certain degree of 
simplification in the 'e unitate. 1onetheless *undissalinus cannot avoid falling 
into the problematic implications of the h\lomorphic theor\ presented in the 
Fons vitae : the problem of the multiplication of matter the circularit\ of matter 
and form54 and the non-intrinsic functional determination of the h\lomorphic 
components implied b\ the latter55. 3roblematic cores that are developed 
b\ both *undissalinus and ,bn *abirol through the doctrine of the pluralit\ 
of substantial forms which accompan\ the first union of matter and unit\ 
specif\ing the compound. 
$t the same time the 'e unitate offers an earl\ and possibl\ ingenuous reception 
of ,bn *abirol·s cosmolog\ presented through the h\postatical progression 
54 This *abirolian theor\ for which what is form of the upper degree of realit\ is matter of the 
lower degree of existence seems to be accepted b\ *undissalinus in the 'e unitate for the references 
to a multiplicit\ of matters (ibid. p.  - : « 1am Tuia aliTuid materiae est spirituale et aliTuid 
eius corporale est aliTuid eius purum et lucidum et aliTuid eius est spissum et obscurum... ») and 
to ,bn *abirol·s ¶matter sustaining Tuantit\· (ibid. p.  - : « ...et sic paulatim descendendo a 
superiore per unumTuemTue gradum materiae inferior unitas augetur et multiplicatur TuousTue 
pervenitur ad materiam Tuae sustinet Tuantitatem scilicet substantiam huius mundi ») a 
point directl\ connected in the Fons vitae to the aforementioned theor\. ,n his 'e anima almost 
certainl\ written between the 'e unitate and the 'e processione *undissalinus accepts and exposes 
the circularit\ of matter and form stating that : « Et notandum Tuia post primam universalem id 
Tuod est materia posteriorum forma est priorum et Tuod est manifestius forma est occulti Tuia 
materia Tuo propinTuior est sensui est similior formae et ideo fit manifestior propter evidentiam 
formae et occultationem materiae Tuamvis sit materia formae sensibilis » (guNdissaliNus 'e anima 
ed. aloNso del real p.  -).
55 &f. N. PolloNi 7oledan 2ntoloJies  *undissalinus Ibn 'aud and tKe 3roblems of *abirolian 
H\lomorpKism in a. Fidora, N. PolloNi eds. Appropriation Interpretation and &riticism  3KilosopKical and 
7KeoloJical ([cKanJes %etZeen tKe Arabic HebreZ and Latin Intellectual 7raditions )idem %arcelona 
- 5oma  pp. -. The functional circularit\ of the h\lomorphic components entails b\ a 
logical point of view the non-intrinsic functional determination of matter and form. ,ndeed b\ 
stating that the form of the upper level is the matter of the lower ,bn *abirol implicitl\ determines 
both matter and form through the external function the\ serve and not b\ an intrinsic logical 
determination of their being. ,n this wa\ one should talN about material and formal functions 
rather than talN about matter and form since a being [ is said to be matter onl\ when it serves 
the function of matter and the ver\ same being [ is said to be form when it serves the function of 
form. $nd in a strict *abirolian perspective these functions are basicall\ the material function of 
bearing the form and the formal function of being borne b\ matter.
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from the ,ntelligence to the Soul 1ature the matter sustaining Tuantit\ and 
then the corporeal bodies. This cosmological description is grounded on ,bn 
*abirol·s h\lomorphic theor\ and in particular on the functional circularit\ 
of matter and form he expounds. $ progressive problematisation of the latter 
then would entail for the Toledan philosopher a reassessment of his cosmolog\.
*undissalinus·s perspective in the 'e processione mundi has changed 
profoundl\. %oth the 'e unitate and the 'e processione aim at resolving one crucial 
problem : that of the ontological difference between &reator and creature that 
is the explanation of how the caused being is similar but substantiall\ different 
from its cause. *undissalinus·s radical change of perspective is due to his final 
encounter with $vicenna·s metaph\sics. :ith the 'e processione *undissalinus 
displa\s a profound interest in and Nnowledge of $vicenna·s theories even 
though he has no hesitation is passing over in silence man\ fundamental doctrinal 
points he does not accept beginning with $vicenna·s ¶limited· h\lomorphism.
The origins of *undissalinus·s abrupt change in his position should probabl\ 
be found in the inÁuence his collaborator $braham ibn Daud had on him. 
,bn Daud was a learned -ewish philosopher and his reÁection on the issue is 
extremel\ close to $vicenna and al-ƞazölƮ·s 0aTāɓid al-Falāsifa56. $t the ver\ 
same time ,bn Daud is possibl\ the most strenuous critic of ,bn *abirol·s Fons 
vitae ³ especiall\ of his universal h\lomorphism ³ and ,bn Daud attacNs him 
throughout his Ka-(munaK Ka-ramaK57. ,t would have been Tuite surprising if 
56 See r. FoNtaiNe In 'efense of -udaism  AbraKam Ibn 'aud 6ources and 6tructure of Ka-(munaK Ka-
5amaK 9an *orcum $ssen- 0aastricht  ; and ead. AbraKam Ibn 'aud  6ources and 6tructures of 
Ka-(munaK Ka-5amaK « Zutot »   pp. 156-163.
57 See for instance abraHaM ibN daud Ka-(munaK Ka-5amaK ed. N. M. saMuelsoN 7Ke ([alted 
FaitK b\ AbraKam Ibn 'aud )airleigh DicNinson /ondon - Toronto  pp.  b -  b : 
« $lso we understood the treatise of 5abbi Solomon ibn *abirol ma\ he be remembered for 
a blessing in which he aimed at bestowing benefit from philosoph\ for the same purpose. 
$nd he did not single out the nation >of ,srael@ alone >for benefit@. 5ather all finds of people 
are associated together b\ him in >this@ matter >for benefit@. Despite this >notable intention@ 
he introduced man\ words about one subMect so that >with regards to@ his treatise to which 
we alluded which is called The Source of /ife perhaps if its content were refined his words 
could be included in >a treatise that is@ less than one tenth of that treatise. )urthermore he 
made use of s\llogisms without being meticulous >to discover whether it is the case@ that 
their premises are true. :hereas according to his view imaginar\ premises in the forms of 
a true s\llogism are satisfactor\ certainl\ their content is doubtful. Since he imagined that 
he could introduce a demonstration when >demonstrations@ could not be introduced he 
multiplied demonstrations thinNing that man\ demonstrations that are not true can stand 
in the place of one true demonstration. >...@ , would not deprecate his words were it not >for 
the fact@ that he spoNe >what is@ a great perversion against the nation. :hoever understood 
his treatise Nnows >this@. $ll of that treatise shows the weaNness of his grade in philosoph\ 
and he gropes in it liNe groping in the darN ».
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the opposed views of these two philosophers and collaborators ,bn Daud and 
*undissalinus did not have an\ Nind of reciprocal inÁuence. ,t is possible to 
interpret *undissalius·s 'e processione mundi as a Nind of response to ,bn Daud·s 
criticism against the ontological perspective bacNed b\ *undissalinus in his De 
unitate (and 'e anima)58.
The 'e processione mundi is a curious application of the ¶metaph\sical 
procedure· presented b\ *undissalinus in his 'e divisione pKilosopKiae and 
derived from al-)öröbƮ59. )or this reason the treatise has a twofold progression : 
an ascendant part demonstrating the existence and ontological characteristics 
of *od and a descendant part discussing the ontological composition of the 
created being and the creation of the world.
The human being has the necessar\ intellectual powers to Nnow the ¶invisible 
aspects· of *od (invisibilia 'ei) through the examination of the created beings : 
their composition disposition and cause60. $nd indeed through four proofs 
considering the opposed properties of the elements and the h\lomorphic 
component ³ which entail an external composing cause ³ and examining the 
phenomena of generation and corruption and potenc\ and act ³ which impl\ 
an external efficient cause ³ one has to admit the existence of a first &ause of 
the world61. *od is then the efficient cause of ever\thing the prime mover that 
echoing %oethius « est prima et simplex causa Tuae cum sit immota cunctis 
58 See PolloNi *limpses of tKe Invisible cit.
59 See N. PolloNi *undissalinus’s Application of al-Fārābi’s 0etapK\sical 3roJramme A &ase of 
(pistemoloJical 7ransfer « 0editerranea. ,nternational -ournal on the Transfer of .nowledge »  
 pp. -.
60 &f. guNdissaliNus 'e processione mundi ed. bülow p.  -.
61 The existence of *od as first cause is established through four demonstrations. The first proof 
of the existence of *od is centred on the elements. Ever\ sensible being is composed of elements 
but some of them are characterised b\ their movement downward others b\ a movement upwards. 
Thus it the existence of a cause composing their contrariet\ is necessar\ and that composer of 
contrariet\ is the first cause. The second demonstration is focused on h\lomorphic composition. 
Ever\ corporeal being is composed of matter and form but these components have opposed 
properties contrar\ to each other. Therefore an external cause composing them is necessar\. 
The third proof considers generation and corruption : ever\ composed thing is resolved into 
what composed it and comes to be through what composed it. 1onetheless it is impossible that 
something begins to be b\ itself : on the contrar\ an external cause is alwa\s reTuired to produce 
the existence of what is possible and the inexistence of what is impossible. )inall\ the fourth and 
final proof is based on the movement through potenc\ and act. Since the passage from potenc\ to 
act is a Nind of movement one must suppose the existence of a mover which acts as the efficient 
cause of that being since nothing can be the efficient cause of itself. Therefore there must be an 
external efficient cause and avoiding a regress to infinite one must admit the existence of an 
efficient cause of ever\ caused being. &f. ibid. pp.   -  .
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aliis movendi est causa. 8nde dicitur stabilis Tuia manens dat cuncta moveri »62. 
The immobilit\ that is immutabilit\ of the first cause implies its perfection 
and his complete and perfect actualization. ,ndeed *undissalinus sa\s if *od 
would move that movement would be finalized to the reception of a perfection 
of which he would be lacNing and thus to the actualisation of a potentialit\ not 
actualised in him. This is inadmissible : *od is the unmoved cause of movement 
constantl\ identical to itself and therefore opposed to its effect in which an\ 
movement and an\ distinctions reside63. 
This consideration of *od as self-sufficient leads to the fundamental 
characterisation of the first cause that *undissalinus presents in his 'e processione 
mundi. This is the first pillar upon which *undissalinus·s overall metaph\sical 
reÁection is based in this writing and constitute the crucial point of advance in 
comparison to his previous positions. This pivotal point is the characterisation 
of *od as necessar\ Existent and thus *undissalinus·s adhesion to $vicenna·s 
modal ontolog\ and its distinction between possible and necessar\ being. The 
possible being is what can be but alwa\s reTuires a cause of its existence for 
nothing can be the efficient cause of itself. This cause is the necessar\ being or 
necessar\ Existent uncaused cause of ever\thing which resolve the structural 
ontological ambiguit\ of the possible being that can either be and not be causing 
its existence. ,n this wa\ the possible being becomes a mediated necessar\ 
being a necesse esse per aliud that is thanNs to its cause64. 
,n $vicenna·s discussion the doctrine of necessar\ and possible being is 
insolubl\ bound to the crucial distinction between essence and existence and the 
inapplicabilit\ of such distinction to the necessar\ existent. This fundamental 
theor\ which would be crucial for subseTuent medieval philosophers is 
completel\ absent from *undissalinus·s discussion who eagerl\ accepts the 
theor\ of necessar\ and possible being but passes over in silence $vicenna·s 
distinction between essence and existence among man\ other doctrines 
exposed in the 3KilosopKia prima.
62 Ibid. p.  -.
63 Ibid. pp.   -   : « 5estat ergo Tuod aliTuid sit primum principium Tuod nullo modo 
moveatur  et hoc est id Tuod dicitur deus. 8nde omnis motus est alienus ab essentia eius. 2mnis 
vero motus est in opere eius Tuemadmodum virtus in auctore Tuidem semper eadem componens 
et resolvens ».
64 $mong the man\ studies on $vicenna·s ontolog\ see a. bertolaCCi 7Ke 'istinction of (ssence 
and ([istence in Avicenna’s 0etapK\sics  7Ke 7e[t and Its &onte[t in F. oPwis, d. C. reisMaN eds. Islamic 
3KilosopK\ 6cience &ulture and 5eliJion  6tudies in Honor of 'imitri *utas %rill /eiden  pp. 
257-288 ; o. lizziNi :uǧūd-0aZǧūd([istence-([istent in Avicenna A .e\ 2ntoloJical 1otion of Arabic 
3KilosopK\· « Quaestio »   pp. - ; and r. wisNoVsKy Avicenna’s 0etapK\sics in &onte[t 
&ornell 8niversit\ 3ress ,tacha .
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*undissalinus presents $vicenna·s modal ontolog\ through the Tuotation 
from chapters six and seven of the first booN of $vicenna·s Liber de pKilosopKia 
prima mentioned above. Through this Tuotation *undissalinus expounds the 
five proofs of the unrelated 8niTueness and 2neness of the necessar\ Existent. 
ThanNs to these demonstrations and again Tuoting $vicenna *undissalinus 
can finall\ state the fundamental ontological attributes of *od :
« &onstat ergo Tuod necesse esse neTue est relativum neTue est mutabile nec 
multiplex sed solitarium cum nihil aliud participat in suo esse Tuod est ei 
proprium  et hoc non est nisi solus deus Tui est prima causa et primum principium 
omnium Tuod unum tantum necesse est intelligi non duo vel plura »65.
:ith the description of *od as necessar\ Existent *undissalinus completes 
the first part of the )arabian metaph\sical procedure he is appl\ing. )ollowing 
this scheme he now re-descends to the anal\sis of the created being after 
having acTuired a new perspective through which it will now be possible to 
anal\se the visible creation. :hat *undissalinus has gained from the first part 
of his discussion is Tuite simple : it is the position of the ontological difference 
between &reator and creatures in the terms of composed vs. composer ; cause 
vs. caused  and possible vs. necessar\ being. %esides the ver\ demonstrations 
of *od·s unrelated uniTueness the core of *undissalinus·s exposition is the 
ontological difference between possibile esse necesse esse per se and necesse esse 
per aliud. $nd if this is the first pillar upon which *undissalinus·s reÁection is 
based the second one is certainl\ the universal h\lomorphism.
*undissalinus dedicates dense pages to the discussion of how matter and 
form are the ontological constituents of ever\ caused being66. 1onetheless the 
universal h\lomorphism presented in the 'e processione mundi is ver\ different 
from what *undissalinus expounds in his 'e unitate and 'e anima. The De 
processione indeed offers a polished problematized and developed version of 
universal h\lomorphism possibl\ not less marNed b\ some implicit problems 
but all the same *undissalinus·s desire to improve his ontolog\ is patent. This 
desire is pursued through the theoretical merging between $vicenna·s and ,bn 
*abirol·s ontologies.
*undissalinus·s line of reasoning is Tuite simple. ,n the first place he claims 
that the ontological difference between *od and creature is primaril\ expressed 
65 guNdissaliNus 'e processione mundi ed. bülow pp.   -  .
66 &f. Ibid. pp.   -  .
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b\ the cause-caused and necessar\-possible d\namic. )ollowing $vicenna 
*undissalinus states that the possible being is alwa\s caused. $nd since an\ 
causative process is alwa\s the actualization of a potenc\ therefore the 
possible being is the ver\ being in potenc\ while the necessar\ being per aliud is 
the actualisation of that potenc\ and the necessar\ being per se is the efficient 
cause the act without previous potenc\ presented b\ Thierr\ of &hartres67. At 
the same time *undissalinus could easil\ find in $vicenna al-ƞazölƮ and ,bn 
Daud the assertion b\ which ever\ possible being is characterised b\ a structural 
ontological dualit\ : the dualit\ of essence and existence and correlated to this 
the dualit\ made of its own ontological possibilit\ and the necessit\ received from 
its cause. *undissalinus taNes inspiration from this doctrinal point but chooses 
to replace this dualit\ with another Nind of structure : universal h\lomorphism. 
,t is not b\ chance that *undissalinus presents *od as the composing and 
efficient cause in the four proofs of *od·s existence at the beginning of the De 
processione mundi. ,ndeed the\ are two aspects of one causative process : it is 
b\ composing matter and form that *od causes the actual being that is the 
existence of an\ single thing. ,t is through the union of matter and form both 
characterised b\ a potential being that the two h\lomorphic components and 
their compound receive actual being. )or *undissalinus matter and form are 
indeed the ontological structure of the possible being and thanNs to their 
union the compound is actualised and becomes a mediated necessar\ being a 
necesse esse per aliud. 
*undissalinus·s approach might easil\ be criticised as simplistic and 
ingenuous. +is violent appropriation of $vicenna·s doctrines and their fusion 
with ,bn *abirol·s ignoring $vicenna·s denial of an\ universal h\lomorphism 
might also be remarNed upon. *undissalinus nonetheless is tr\ing to resolve a 
specific Tuestion and in doing this he probabl\ thought to be consistent with 
the tradition. 2n the one hand *undissalinus is facing the unsolved problem of 
the composition of spiritual substances discussed b\ Thierr\ of &hartres. 2n the 
other hand he could find in al-ƞazölƮ·s 6umma tKeoricae pKilosopKiae — translated 
b\ *undissalinus himself ³ and in ,bn Daud·s speculation some support for his 
theories or at least recognise that the\ shared a common ground with him. 
,n his summar\ of $vicenna·s philosoph\ indeed al-ƞazölƮ explicitl\ bonds 
the structural dualit\ of the possible being to h\lomorphism stating that its 
possibilit\ is liNe matter and its necessit\ is liNe form in a discussion implicitl\ 
67 See PolloNi 7Kierr\ of &Kartres and *undissalinus on 6piritual 6ubstance cit.
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based on the comparison between matter and potenc\ and form and act68. This 
position is ver\ similar to that presented in ,bn Daud·s Ka-(munaK Ka-ramaK 
where the -ewish philosopher not onl\ presents the compositions of spiritual 
substances as analogue to h\lomorphism but he specificall\ connects this point 
to the ¶mistaNes· made b\ ,bn *abirol ³ and following him b\ *undissalinus69. 
*undissalinus tries to resolve the ambiguous status of spiritual substance 
through the simple admission that matter does not impl\ an\ corporealit\ for 
the composed being but onl\ possibilit\. This de-corporealisation of the effect 
matter has on h\lomorphic being allows him to abandon the position stating a 
similarit\ of the structural dualit\ of spiritual substance to matter and form 
and claims that that dualit\ is trul\ made of matter and form. ,s this sufficient 
to resolve the oppositions tensions and unanswered problems deriving from 
the fusion between $vicenna·s and ,bn *abirol·s ontologies in the 'e processione 
mundi " The answer is no : on the contrar\ *undissalinus·s treatise is crammed 
with unexplained points and doctrinal strains and possibl\ this is what maNes 
the 'e processione mundi so fascinating in *undissalinus·s curious attempt. 
The encounter with $vicenna and his ¶commentators· ³ al-ƞazölƮ and ,bn Daud 
³ is significant for *undissalinus. ,ndeed the theor\ of modal ontolog\ expounded 
in the Liber de pKilosopKia prima gives him a wa\ to improve his interpretation of 
universal h\lomorphism and a new centre upon which he could ground his 
68 See al-ƞa=ā/ī 6umma tKeoricae pKilosopKiae ed. -. T. MuCKle AlJazel’s 0etapK\sics A medieval 
translation 3ontifical ,nstitute of 0edieval Studies Toronto  p.  - : « 2mne vero esse 
Tuod non est necesse esse est accidentale Tuiditati. 8nde opus est Tuiditate ad hoc ut esse sit 
ei accidentale. ,gitur secundum consideracionem Tuiditatis erit possibile essendi et secundum 
consideracionem cause erit necesse essendi eo Tuod ostensum est Tuod TuicTuid possibile est 
in se necesse est propter aliud a se  habet igitur duo iudicia scilicet necessitatem uno modo et 
possibilitatem alio modo. ,psum igitur secundum Tuod est possibile est in potencia et secundum 
Tuod est necesse est in effectu  possibilitas vero est ei ex se et necessitas ex alio a se  est igitur in 
eo multitudo unius Tuidem Tuod est simile materie et alterius Tuod est simile forme. 4uod autem 
est simile materie est possibilitas et Tuod est simile forme est necessitas Tue est ei ex alio a se ».
69 See abraHaM ibN daud (munaK ramaK ed. saMuelsoN p.  b-a : « 5ather the 
dependence of the intellect·s existence on something else indicates that it does not have in itself 
what is necessar\ of existence. 5ather it has what is possible of existence. Thus in its substance 
there is what is complex for the intellect and it is liNe a composite of matter and form. The reason 
for this is that what it has from its substance is liNe matter that is possibilit\ and what it has 
from something else is liNe form. The thing that it contains is what it is that is necessit\. 2f the 
man\ substances that contain this attribute some are ordered b\ others of them in order. The\ 
are the entities for whom ibn *abirol ma\ he be remembered for a blessing tried to establish the 
existence of h\le and form in the fifth booN of his treatise. +e did not explain what the\ have is 
something liNe h\le and something liNe form. 5ather he ordained that the\ have matter and form 
and when he tried to establish this he could not >do it@ ».
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problematization of the ontological difference between *od and creation. This 
¶departure· from ,bn *abirol and the most problematic points of his ontolog\ 
previousl\ accepted b\ *undissalinus is further displa\ed b\ the abandonment 
of the cosmological progression presented in the Fons vitae and accepted in the De 
unitate. 1ow *undissalinus offers a different description of the cosmic establishment 
merging together +ermann of &arinthia ,bn *abirol and ,bn Daud70 in a discussion 
where $vicenna·s inÁuence is still pervasive even though not so evident71.
$ ver\ similar scenario is offered b\ the comparison between *undissalinus·s 
'e scientiis and 'e divisione pKilosopKiae even though in this case the st\listic 
70 *undissalinus·s description of the cosmic establishment is Tuite peculiar and bound 
to $vicenna and ,bn *abirol on the one hand and +ermann of &arinthia·s description of the 
cosmogonic causalit\ on the other hand. The creation of the world corresponds to the ver\ 
creation of matter and form. %oth the ontological constituents are eternall\ present in *od·s 
:isdom and Essence but their own potential being is actualised through their union in the first 
compound. This process is logicall\ divided into two moments : the creation of matter and form 
that is their coming to be and their union that is the primaria compositio or first composition. 
:hile matter is onl\ one in number there is a pluralit\ of forms Moining matter. The first of these 
forms are the form of unit\ and that of substantialit\ and their union with matter gives a sort 
of unspecified substance that in a second logical moment receives the forms of spiritualit\ and 
corporealit\ that cause the spiritual and corporeal substance. $ll this process is the primaria 
compositio and the outcomes of this causal d\namic are three first species of creatures called 
primaria Jenitura that are caused directl\ b\ *od and thus are perpetual : the angelic creatures 
the celestial spheres and the elements. 2ne should notice that the distinction between creatio and 
primaria compositio is onl\ (onto-)logical (i.e. ¶anal\tical· as opposed to the ¶realist· interpretation 
of the following degrees of cosmic causation whose description is referred to the existence of 
actual beings). Indeed matter and form have an actual being onl\ in the h\lomorphic compound 
and *undissalinus clearl\ claims that the first actual being is the three species of the primaria 
Jenitura caused b\ the d\namic of material information b\ the first forms called primaria 
compositio. The primaria Jenitura performs the secondar\ causation in the cosmic establishment. 
,ndeed the angels move the celestial spheres and dail\ create new souls. The spheres through 
their movement create the mixtures of which the sublunar\ bodies are composed. $nd finall\ 
the elements or better the force which orders them that is nature operate the alterations of 
the corporeal beings. ThanNs to this interdependent d\namic the primaria Jenitura performs the 
secundaria compositio and the Jeneratio of all the following beings characterised b\ a temporal 
duration marNed b\ generation and corruption.
71 $vicenna·s cosmolog\ seems to have a direct inÁuence on *undissalinus. 2n the one hand 
indeed some textual passages displa\ that *undissalinus relies in the Liber de pKilosopKia prima 
regarding the causative action performed b\ the separate substances or intelligences as one can 
easil\ notice in 'e processione mundi p.  - where *undissalinus states : « 4uia igitur ex prima 
materiae et formae copula trina suboles progenita est scilicet intelligentia et caelestia corpora 
et Tuattuor elementa ita prima causa omnia movet sed diverso modo. 4uaedam enim movet per 
se nullo mediante et Tuaedam non per se sed mediantibus aliis. 3rincipaliter enim per se nullo 
mediante intelligentiam movet ». 2n the other hand this causal d\namic is not made explicit b\ 
*undissalinus whom regarding this point seems to be unclear. &f. PolloNi *limpses of tKe Invisible cit.
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peculiarities of the former maNe the anal\sis more complicated72. The articulation 
of sciences proposed b\ the 'e scientiis can be seen as an update of the traditional 
/atin articulation of Nnowledge. The treatise offers the discussion of five groups 
of disciplines beginning with grammar73 then logic74 mathematics75 natural 
philosoph\ and metaph\sics76 and finall\ some disciplines of practical philosoph\77 
(politics and Muridical science). $ll these sciences have a sub-articulation in 
disciplines regarding which *undissalinus follows al-)öröbƮ·s discussion. ,n 
this wa\ the Toledan philosopher integrates into the articulation of Nnowledge 
some ¶new· sciences as the scientia de aspectibus78 that is optics or the scientia de 
inJeniis79 that is the ¶science of ingeniousness· or engineering. 1evertheless a 
comprehensive and persuasive scheme of the inter-relations of these sciences and 
disciplines to each other is missing and *undissalinus·s explanation is eventuall\ 
resolved into a list of disciplines rather than into an organic s\stem of Nnowledge.
This s\stem would be accomplished in the 'e divisione pKilosopKiae. +ere the 
number of sources used rises noticeabl\ through references to $vicenna (Liber 
de 3KilosopKia prima and LoJica) al-ƞazölƮ (0etapK\sica and LoJica) the %rethren 
of 3urit\ (Liber introductorius in artem loJicae demonstrationis) ,saac ,sraeli (Liber de 
definitionibus) al-.indƮ (Liber de TuinTue essentiis) as well as &icero ('e inventione) 
Bede (Ars metrica) %oethius ,sidore of Seville Thierr\ of &hartres and :illiam 
of &onches80. The number of the sources used b\ *undissalinus corresponds 
to the purpose of the 'e divisione pKilosopKiae : providing the /atin world with 
a meta-enc\clopaedic s\stem that could allow the introduction of the ¶new· 
sciences in the /atin articulation of Nnowledge grounding the latter on the new 
basis provided b\ $vicenna·s doctrine of subalternatio. 
The s\stem proposed b\ *undissalinus is Tuite complex especiall\ in 
comparison to the articulation of Nnowledge presented in the 'e scientiis. The 
72 $s we have seen the 'e scientiis is basicall\ a ¶critical translation· of al-)öröbƮ·s .itāb IƤɓāʾ 
al-ʿ8lūm. 5egarding the use of further sources see the introductor\ stud\ b\ $lonso $lonso to his 
edition of guNdissaliNus 'e scientiis ed. aloNso aloNso pp. -.
73 guNdissaliNus 'e scientiis ed. aloNso aloNso pp.   -  .
74 Ibid. pp.   -  .
75 Ibid. pp.   -  .
76 Ibid. pp.   -  .
77 Ibid. pp.   -  .
78 Ibid. pp.   -  .
79 Ibid. pp.   -  .
80 2n *undissalinus·s sources of the 'e divisione pKilosopKiae see a. Fidora 'ie :issenscKaftstKeorie 
des 'ominicus *undissalinus 9oraussetzunJen und .onseTuenzen des zZeiten AnfanJs der aristoteliscKen 
3KilosopKie im  -aKrKunder De *ru\ter  %erlin .
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first branch of Nnowledge is eloTuence which correspond to grammar and the 
civil sciences (scientiae civiles) that are poetic and rhetoric. Then the second 
branch is the scientia intermedia that is logic or dialectic. $lso logic is structured 
in several sub-disciplines corresponding to the $ristotelian writings dedicated 
to this discipline plus rhetoric and poetics. )inall\ the scientia sapientiae that 
is philosoph\ the art of the arts and the discipline of the disciplines (ars artium 
et disciplina disciplinarum). 3hilosoph\ is divided in two or better three parts 
depending on whether logic is considered a part of philosoph\ or not : it is the 
traditional distinction in theoretical and practical philosoph\81. The latter that is 
practical philosoph\ is composed of politics economics and ethics following the 
traditional $ristotelian articulation. Theoretical philosoph\ is divided in three 
main sciences that are ph\sics mathematics and metaph\sics distinguished b\ 
the corporealit\ and movement of the obMects with which the\ deal.
:hile the discussion of mathematics is ver\ close to the corresponding part 
of *undissalinus·s 'e scientiis82 the description of ph\sics and metaph\sics ³ a 
discipline given this name for the first time in the /atin world83 ³ offers some 
crucial developments. These are due to *undissalinus·s acceptance of $vicenna·s 
theor\ of subalternation presented in the 'e divisione pKilosopKiae through 
the large Tuotation of the aforementioned 6umma Avicennae de convenientia et 
differentia scientiarum. ,ndeed thanNs to this theor\ *undissalinus can finall\ 
bond together all the disciplines into an organic s\stem of Nnowledge of 
which metaph\sics or scientia divina is the ver\ root. ,n fact all the sciences are 
subordinated to first philosoph\ in what is a first approximation to a doctrine 
that will spread throughout Europe in a few decades.
)urthermore *undissalinus receives and develops another doctrinal point of 
$vicenna·s theor\ with a ver\ practical purpose : the distinction between parts 
of a science ³ i.e. its internal developments ³ and its subordinate disciplines. 
8pon this *undissalinus can indeed integrate into his s\stem of Nnowledge 
also border-line disciplines arrived through the $rabic-into-/atin translation 
movement as subordinated disciplines which are based on but are not parts of 
a given science.
81 5egarding this point see HugoNNard-roCHe La classification des sciences de *undissalinus cit.
82 ,n the 'e divisione as in the 'e scientiis mathematic counts seven sciences that are : 
arithmetic geometr\ music astronom\ which are Moined to optics (or scientia de aspectibus) the 
science of weight (scientia de ponderibus) and the science of ingeniousness (scientia de inJenii).
83 See a. Fidora 'ominicus *undissalinus and tKe Introduction of 0etapK\sics into tKe Latin :est 
« The 5eview of 0etaph\sics »   pp. -.
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The best example of this theoretical gain is displa\ed b\ the consideration 
of natural philosoph\. 1atural philosoph\ deals with the bod\ as it is subMect to 
movement rest and mutation. This science is composed of eight parts each one 
of them is defined b\ a booN or part of a booN of $ristotle (or pseudo-$ristotle) : 
Liber de naturali auditu Liber caeli et mundi 'e Jeneratione et corruptione the first 
three booNs of the 'e impressionibus superioribus (i.e. 0etKeora) the fourth booN 
of the 0etKeora 'e mineralibus 'e veJetalibus (or 'e plantiis) and finall\ as for 
the eighth part of natural philosoph\ it is described in 'e animalibus 'e anima 
and the remaining $ristotelian booNs on ph\sics84.
$t the same time while ph\sics is developed in itself through these eights 
parts it also contains below itself eight subordinated disciplines and the\ are : 
medicine the science of signs (de indiciis) necromanc\ agriculture science of 
images (de imaJinibus) navigation science of mirrors (de speculis) and alchem\85. 
These sciences are not parts of natural philosoph\ but are subordinated to 
ph\sics that is their obMect of stud\ is provided b\ ph\sics. 8nfortunatel\ 
*undissalinus is extremel\ meagre in presenting these eight subordinated 
sciences and some of them are Must named and not discussed as it is the case 
of the science of signs the science of images and necromanc\. $s for alchem\ 
which appears here for the first time as a recognised scientific discipline 
*undissalinus simpl\ states that it is the science of the conversion of things into 
other species (¶scientia de conversione rerum in alias species·)86.
:hat is crucial to notice is how these sciences and peculiar disciplines such 
as necromanc\ alchem\ astrolog\ or the ¶science of signs· can be counted 
among the natural disciplines ZitKout being part of natural philosoph\ itself. 
,n this wa\ an\ Tuestion regarding their lawfulness or rightfulness becomes 
secondar\ : *undissalinus here is not tr\ing to Mustif\ these disciplines as 
parts of ph\sics. +e is opening an ¶epistemological space· on which these 
new disciplines derived from the translation movement could be inserted 
84 guNdissaliNus 'e divisione pKilosopKiae ed. baur pp.   -  .
85 Ibid. p.  - : « Sed Tuia scientiarum aliae sunt universales aliae particulares universales 
autem dicuntur sub Tuibus multae aliae scientiae continentur tunc scientia naturalis universalis 
est Tuia octo scientiae sub ea continentur : scilicet scientia de medicina scientia de iudiciis 
scientia de nigromantia secundum ph\sicam scientia de imaginibus scientia de agricultura 
scientia de navigatione scientia de speculis scientia de alTuimia Tuae est scientia de conversione 
rerum in alias species  et haec octo sunt species naturalis scientiae ». See in particular &. burNett 
A 1eZ 6ource for 'ominicus *undissalinus’s Account of tKe 6cience of tKe 6tars ? « $nnals of Science » 
  pp. –374. 
86 Ibid. p.  .
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and grounded87. %ut this ¶epistemological space· would have been impossible 
to create without $vicenna·s theor\ of subalternation thanNs to which these 
border-line disciplines can be connected to ph\sics without being themselves 
parts of ph\sics with all the epistemological conseTuences this eventualit\ 
would have.
$vicenna·s role is both Ne\ and pivotal also regarding *undissalinus·s 
ps\chological reÁection88. *undissalinus·s 'e anima deals with the overall 
discussion on the soul particularl\ answering the Tuestions on its existence 
ontological status immortalit\ and ps\chological powers : a discussion posited 
b\ the /atin tradition of studies on the soul b\ authors such as &assiodorus 
$lcuin and pseudo-$ugustine89. The main difference with the tradition resides 
in the vast number of new sources upon which *undissalinus·s treatise is based : 
4usta ibn /uTa·s 'e differentia spiritus et animae ,bn *abirol·s Fons vitae $vicenna·s 
'e anima together with some /atin authors such as %oethius 0acrobius &icero 
and $ugustine authors that nonetheless pla\ a secondar\ role in the econom\ 
of *undissalinus·s text.
%\ a thematic and comparative point of view the 'e anima can be divided 
into two different parts of similar length. The first one composed of chapters 
1-890 is an anal\sis of the definition composition origin and immortalit\ of 
the soul based mainl\ (but not exclusivel\) on ,bn /uTa $vicenna and ,bn 
*abirol. The second part (chapters  and 91) is centred on the examination of 
the ps\chological powers and relies almost exclusivel\ on $vicenna·s 'e anima 
while the final pages present a digression on the ¶ps\cholog\ of light·92.
,n the first place *undissalinus demonstrates the existence of the soul 
through the examination of its relation with the bod\. The soul is indeed the 
87 This ¶epistemological space· will be closed Tuite soon and the fate of man\ of these sciences 
will be unhapp\ : apart from some extremel\ peculiar thinNers liNe 5oger %acon alchem\ and 
astrolog\ found little or no space in scholastic philosoph\ and %acon himself will be condemned 
b\ the )ranciscan order in  and his image as a wizard even furnished with a ¶brazen head· 
will last until 5obert *reene and be\ond.
88 The inÁuence of $vicenna·s 'e anima on *undissalinus·s ps\cholog\ has been anal\sed b\ 
Hasse Avicenna’s 'e anima in tKe Latin :est cit.
89 &f. guNdissaliNus 'e divisione pKilosopKiae ed. baur p. .
90 guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. aloNso del real pp.   -  .
91 Ibid. pp.   -  .
92 See M. J. soto bruNa La lu[ intelliJentiae aJentis en el pensamiento de 'ominJo *undisalvo 
« 5evista espaxola de filosofta medieval »   pp. -.
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mover of the bod\ which moves it while sta\ing put93. $s for its definition 
the soul is an incorporeal substance moving the bod\ and the perfection of the 
ph\sical organic and potentiall\ living bod\ as stated b\ 3lato (the former) 
and $ristotle (the latter).
The soul is an incorporeal simple substance and nonetheless it is a compound 
of matter and form. Ever\ created being is made of the two h\lomorphic 
compounds including the angelic creatures and the souls as *undissalinus 
demonstrates through the Tuotation of man\ of ,bn *abirol·s proofs from the 
third booN of the Fons vitae94. 1onetheless even if the soul is composed of matter 
and form this does not entail its complexit\. ,ndeed the soul can be said to be 
simple in comparison to what follow it in the causative progression of the world95.
The souls are created cotidie : if the\ had been created at the beginning of 
time the souls would have been useless without a bod\ to which be Moined96. On 
the contrar\ the souls are created dail\ e[ niKilo and in causative process of 
man\ souls that do not derive from a single original soul (against traducianism). 
1evertheless the souls are not created directl\ b\ *od : it is a mediate creation 
performed b\ the angelic creatures97. Even though there are three Nind of souls 
³ vegetative sensitive and rational ³ there is one soul onl\ in ever\ living 
being : indeed the superior alwa\s acts upon the inferior98.
)urthermore the soul is immortal. The bod\ is not the efficient cause of 
the soul on the contrar\ the bod\ is its accidental cause and thus when the 
bod\ dies its corruption does not affect the soul in an\ wa\99. The soul does 
not depend on bod\ ³ nor the bod\ depends on the soul ³ and for this reason 
since ¶esse enim animae pendet ex aliis principiis Tuae non permutantur neTue 
93 guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. aloNso del real pp.   -  .
94 &f. ibid. pp.   -  .
95 Ibid. pp.   -   : « 1on sunt ergo simplices substantiae immunes ab omni 
compositione  ac per hoc non dicuntur simplices esse Tuod omni compositione careant sed 
Tuia respectu inferiorum de compositione minus habent Tuoniam adhaerentes aeternitati et 
affixae desiderio uni et eidem creatoris voluntati incommutabili nulli permutationi subiacent 
affectionem non variant in eodem statu semper permanent ».
96 Ibid. pp.   -  .
97 Ibid. p. - : « ,dem ad recipiendum aliTuid ab aliTuo nihil est dignius eo Tuod illud 
recipit nullo medi ante. Si igitur anima recipit esse a primo factore nullo mediante tunc nihil 
est dignius ea ad recipiendum illud ab illo  sed substantia intelligentiae dignior est ad hoc  ergo 
anima non recipit esse a primo factore nullo mediante ».
98 Ibid. pp.   -  .
99 Ibid. pp.   -  .
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destruuntur... anima non moritur in morte corporis·100. )inall\ since there is no 
possible wa\ b\ which the soul can be destro\ed one has to admit that the soul 
is immortal101.
There is no need to stress how crucial is the role pla\ed b\ $vicenna·s 'e anima 
in the first part of *undissalinus·s homon\mous writing. ,t will be sufficient to 
recall that the resolution of the problem of the internal multiplicit\ or unit\ of 
the vegetative sensitive and rational soul102 (Moined to ,bn *abirol·s 1eoplatonic 
causal doctrine)103  the demonstration of the difference between soul and bod\ 
through the argument of the ¶Á\ing man·104  the discussion of the Nind of 
movements of the soul105  the answer to the problem of the creation of the soul 
ab initio mundi or cotidie106  and the overall discussion on the immortalit\ of the 
soul107 are all grounded on $vicenna·s discussion presented in his 'e anima. In 
*undissalinus·s ps\chological treatise too one can see at worN the theoretical 
merging between $vicenna·s and ,bn *abirol·s perspective : an unliNel\ doctrinal 
fusion that is one of the most characteristic feature of *undissalinus·s reÁection.
The role pla\ed b\ $vicenna in *undissalinus·s 'e anima is even more central 
in the second part of the treatise. ,n these closing chapters *undissalinus 
expounds the articulation of the vegetative soul108 and that of the sensitive 
faculties into vis motiva and vis appreKensiva the latter articulated into the 
external and internal faculties that are on the one hand the five senses109 and 
on the other hand the five vires : pKantasia imaJinatio imaJinativacoJitativa 
aestimativa and memoria discussed addressing a series of problems derived 
again from $vicenna·s homon\mous worN110. 
100 Ibid. p.  -.
101 Ibid. pp.   -  . 2ne should notice that the structure of this argument is mirrored 
b\ (or mirrors) the 'e immortalitate animae. This is not the place where one can discuss the man\ 
problems regarding the authorship of this treatise. 1onetheless the Tuestion about who did write 
the 'e immortalitate needs to be reassessed considering the new data on *undissalinus and its 
sources recentl\ made available.
102 aViCeNNa Liber de anima ed. VaN riet 9 pp. -.
103 ibN gabirol Fons vitae ed. bauMKer p.  -.
104 guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. aloNso del real p.  -. See also aViCeNNa Liber de anima , ed. 
VaN riet pp. -.
105 Ibid. , pp. -.
106 Ibid. 9 pp. -.
107 Ibid. 9 pp. -.
108 guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. aloNso del real pp.   -  .
109 Ibid. pp.   -  .
110 Ibid. pp.   -  .
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Then *undissalinus passes to the examination of the intellective process 
offered b\ $vicenna·s 'e anima. The focus then is on the ps\chological faculties 
proper to man ¶agere actiones electione deliberationis et advenire artes 
meditando et comprehendere universalia111·. The intellectual faculties are two : 
the virtus activa112 and the virtus contemplativa113. These two Ninds of intellect are 
directed downwards and upwards and thus the\ produce two different Ninds 
of Nnowledge correlated to each other : « sed ex eo Tuod est infra eam ³ scilicet 
intellectu activo ³ generatur mores et scientiae et ex eo Tuod est supra eam ³
scilicet intellectu contemplativo ³ acTuiruntur sapientiae »114.
*undissalinus·s attention is centred on the examination of the progressive 
actualization of the contemplative intellect through its states of intellectus materialis 
in Kabitu and intellectus adeptus ab alio115. The Toledan philosopher in this wa\ is 
the first /atin philosopher in presenting and discussing $vicenna·s theor\ of the 
separate active intellect from which the intellectus adeptus receives its actualisation :
« 4ui ideo vocatur intellectus adeptus ab alio Tuoniam intellectus in potentia non 
exit ad effectum nisi per intellectum Tui semper est in effectu. $liTuid igitur est 
per Tuod animae nostrae in rebus intelligibilibus exeunt de potentia ad effectum. 
,d autem non est nisi intelligentia in effectu penes Tuam sunt principia formarum 
intelligibilium abstractarum. 8nde cum intellectus Tui est in potentia coniungitur 
cum illo intellectu Tui est in actu aliTuo modo coniunctionis imprimitur in eo 
aliTua species formarum Tuae est adepta ab extrinsecus »116.
,t is through this intellect Tui semper est in effectu that the intellectus adeptus can 
receive the principles of the abstract intellective forms and it Moins the intellect 
still in potenc\ impressing upon it the intelligible forms from the consideration 
of what is inferior117. *undissalinus also accepts the separateness of the active 
111 Ibid. p.  -.
112 Ibid. p.  - : « Sed virtus activa sive intellectus activus est principium movens corpus 
hominis ad singulas actiones Tuas praecipue sibi eligit secundum Tuod intendit. Sed hoc facit 
aliTuando per virtutem animalem appetitivam sive desiderativam aliTuando per imaginativam 
sive aestimativam aliTuando per se ipsam ».
113 Ibid. p.  - : « virtus autem contemplativa sive intellectus contemplativus est Tui solet 
informari a forma universali nudata a materia ».
114 Ibid. p.  -.
115 5egarding the use *undissalinus maNes of $vicenna on this point see Hasse Avicenna’s 'e 
anima in tKe Latin :est cit. p. .
116 guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. aloNso del real p.  -.
117 Ibid. p.  - : « 4uae forma est intellectus adeptus verissime et haec virtus est 
intellectus in effectu secundum Tuod est perfectio. )ormatio vero imaginabilium est respectio 
animae ad thesauros sensibilium. Sed primum est inspicere Tuod est superius  hoc autem est 
inspicere Tuod est inferius ».
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intellect and this is made clear b\ the textual anal\sis of the 'e anima where the 
Toledan philosopher states that :
« &um autem anima liberabitur a corpore et ab accidentibus corporis tunc poterit 
coniungi intelligentiae agenti et tunc inveniet in ea pulchritudinem intelligibilem 
et delectationem perennem sicut dicemus suo loco »118.
)ollowing $vicenna this separate intelligence is an angelic creature as 
*undissalinus claims a few pages earlier :
« Sicut ergo corpus humanum non recipit actionem aliTuam animae rationalis 
nisi mediante spiritu sic et anima rationalis non recipit actionem factoris primi 
nisi mediante intelligentia scilicet angelica creatura »119.
The central role pla\ed b\ $vicenna in the overall discussion of *undissalinus·s 
'e anima thus is striNing. *undissalinus builds his thematisation of the soul on 
$vicenna·s worN shortening simplif\ing and sometimes amending the original 
discussion of the original 'e anima. 1onetheless the final pages of *undissalinus·s 
writing120 displa\ a peculiar attitude of the Toledan philosopher. The closing 
part of the 'e anima indeed is marNed b\ the disappearance of an\ $rabic 
source replaced b\ a constant reference to the %iblical authorit\. ,n Must a few 
pages he maNes eighteen explicit references to the %ible in a total of twent\-
one references presented throughout the whole text of the 'e anima. The focus 
is here centred on the discussion of the metaphor of light in accordance with 
$ugustine·s theor\ of intellectual illumination.
2ne of the outcomes of this attitude is that in these pages *undissalinus 
becomes inconsistent in referring to the human intellect121. The term intelliJentia 
is now used in a rather different sense than the active intelligence : it is the 
highest facult\ of the human being through which one has sapientia — and 
therefore an immanent facult\ rather than a separate principle. )or instance 
*undissalinus states that : 
118 Ibid. p.  -.
119 Ibid. p.  -.
120 Ibid. pp.   -  .
121 2n the introduction of this and further terms related to the intellective process into the 
/atin philosophical tradition see J. JoliVet Intellect et intelliJence 1ote sur la tradition arabo-latine des 
;IIe et ;IIIe siqcles· in s. HosseiN Nasr ed. 0planJes offerts a Henr\ &orbin 0c*ill 8niversit\ - ,nstitute 
of ,slamic Studies Tehran  pp. -.
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« &um enim hic oculus animae Tui est intelligentia in contemplationem creatoris 
intendit Tuoniam Deus lux est ipsa intelligentia tanta claritate divini luminis 
perfunditur ut in ipsa intelligentia sic irradiata lux inaccessibilis tamTuam forma 
in speculo resultare videatur »122.
*undissalinus refers with the same term to two different things an immanent 
facult\ and a transcendent being. $nd at the ver\ same time the final pages of 
the 'e anima appear to be in contradiction with what *undissalinus claimed in 
his previous discussion for the explicit references to $ugustine·s theories and 
the overall change of perspective presented. 
1onetheless the reason of this change of attitude can be explained perhaps 
b\ a simple consideration. 8ntil the final pages of his 'e anima *undissalinus 
has claimed at least three main doctrines in clear disagreement with the /atin 
&hristian tradition : ps\chological h\lomorphism the angelic creation of the 
soul and the existence of a separate medium of human intellection. :ith the 
passage to the discussion of what the soul Nnows after the death of the bod\ 
*undissalinus possibl\ felt a need to ease the border-line positions he has taNen. 
%\ this point of view the references to $ugustine seem to be aimed at stating 
the implicit consistenc\ between what *undissalinus has claimed following 
$vicenna and the /atin tradition : a feature characteristic of *undissalinus·s 
approach as underlined b\ $lexander )idora regarding %oethius·s and ,sidore·s 
role in the 'e divisione pKilosopKiae123.
soMe CoNClusioNs
$vicenna pla\s a central role in *undissalinus·s philosophical production 
as well in his activit\ as translator. *undissalinus probabl\ moved to Toledo 
to participate to the ver\ translation of the $vicennian corpus proposed b\ ,bn 
Daud. ,n the following decades while translating these texts he would graduall\ 
discover $vicenna·s doctrines and this encounter was to be pivotal for his own 
philosophical reÁections.
:hile pervasive $vicenna·s inÁuence on *undissalinus·s original writings 
is not balanced or eTual. 2n the contrar\ the anal\sis of *undissalinus·s 
122 guNdissaliNus 'e anima ed. aloNso del real p.  -.
123 See a. Fidora La recepciyn de 6an Isidoro de 6evilla por 'ominJo *undisalvo (ca - : 
Astronomta AstroloJta \ 0edicina en la (dad 0edia « Estudios eclesiisticos »   pp. - ; 
id. La metodoloJta de las ciencias seJ~n %oecio  su recepciyn en las obras \ traducciones de 'ominJo 
*undisalvo « 5evista espaxola de filosofta medieval »   pp. - ; and id. 'ominJo 
*undisalvo \ la 6aJrada (scritura « Estudios eclesiisticos »   pp. -.
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philosophical production displa\s a clear progression on his adhesion to 
$vicenna whose doctrines appear to pla\ a secondar\ role in the 'e unitate et uno 
and in a different wa\ in the 'e scientiis. The second phase of *undissalinus·s 
speculative activit\ is then marNed b\ a diffusive presence of $vicenna ³ both his 
texts and doctrines ³ with a crucial role in the 'e anima 'e divisione pKilosopKiae 
and 'e processione mundi. 
$vicenna is the answer to the problems arising from *undissalinus·s 
precocious adhesion to ,bn *abirol·s ontolog\ and cosmolog\. 3ossibl\ 
through ,bn Daud·s criticism *undissalinus graduall\ understands that some 
doctrines derived b\ the Fons vitae entail problematic outcomes that needed to 
be resolved. The solution *undissalinus provides to these doctrinal problems 
is the assimilation of $vicenna·s modal ontolog\ and the attempt he maNes at 
merging this theor\ with universal h\lomorphism. 
$ similar scenario is offered b\ the consideration of the 'e divisione pKilosopKiae 
and 'e anima. ,n his epistemological worN *undissalinus uses $vicenna to 
substantiate an organic and consistent s\stem of Nnowledge grounded on the 
theor\ of subalternatio. *undissalinus·s s\stem is an articulation of sciences in 
which the new disciplines derived b\ the translation movement could be finall\ 
inserted with a substantial change of perspective in comparison for instance 
with +ugh of St 9ictor·s 'idascalicon. ,n a similar fashion the 'e anima offers a 
discussion of the soul and especiall\ of its powers that derived b\ $vicenna 
would have a crucial histor\ of the effects in the thirteenth-centur\ debate and 
whose first /atin reception was made b\ *undissalinus.
Since the impact of $vicenna on *undissalinus·s speculation is so profound 
and wide should we refer to the Toledan philosopher as an $vicennist thinNer ? 
This is what $lbert the *reat does in his 'e Komine regarding *undissalinus·s 
(and al-ƞazölƮ·s) positions124. 0an\ decades have passed since the controvers\ 
between etienne *ilson and 5oland De 9aux on the supposed auJustinisme 
avicennisant or /atin $vicennism of *undissalinus125. :hile *ilson·s position has 
124 albertus MagNus 'e Komine ed. +. aNzulewiCz $schendorff 0nster  ($lberti 0agni 
2pera 2mnia ;;9,,/) p.  -.
125 See É. gilsoN 3ourTuoi saint-7Komas a critiTup saint-AuJustin· « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale 
et littpraire du 0o\en Çge »  - pp. - ; id. Avicenne en 2ccident au 0o\en ÇJe· 
« $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et littpraire du 0o\en Çge »   pp. - ; id. Les sources 
Jrpco-arabes de l’auJustinisme avicennisant « $rchives d·+istoire Doctrinale et /ittpraire du 0o\en 
$ge »   pp. - ; and r. de Vaux 1otes et te[te sur l’avicennisme latin au[ confins des ;II-;III 
siqcles 9rin 3aris .
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been reMected b\ man\ scholars with eminent arguments based on the ver\ text of 
*undissalinus·s 'e anima126 and De 9aux·s reading of the first /atin reception of 
$vicenna suffered a precocious criticism127 it is undeniable that *undissalinus 
being the ver\ first /atin philosopher in accepting and developing $vicenna·s 
doctrines is the initiator of a tendenc\ that would be felt strongl\ throughout 
the thirteenth centur\ and be\ond. 
$t the same time though there are at least three further considerations 
that have to be done in order to understand the relation between *undissalinus 
and $vicenna. ,n the first place it should be recalled that $vicenna was read b\ 
*undissalinus (and ,bn Daud) in explicit consistenc\ with $ristotle. This fact is 
made clear b\ *undissalinus·s direct references to $ristotle in his philosophical 
production under whose name he often Tuotes excerpts extracted b\ $vicenna128. 
This attitude ³ shared b\ other thinNers in different traditions such as 
Maimonides129 ³ is also explicitl\ presented b\ ,bn Daud in the dedicator\ letter 
of the /atin translation of $vicenna·s 'e anima and it would have a discreet 
success in the following decades of the /atin philosophical speculation when 
$vicenna was used as interpretative mediation for a correct understanding of 
$ristotle·s writings up to the translations of $verroes·s worNs130.
$ second fundamental aspect to consider is that *undissalinus·s progressive 
acceptance of $vicenna·s theories does not impl\ for him a complete abandonment 
of ,bn *abirol·s ontolog\ but onl\ its reassessment. *undissalinus·s adhesion 
to doctrines completel\ unacceptable from an $vicennian point of view as 
displa\ed b\ ,bn Daud·s criticism maNes it hard to claim that *undissalinus was 
a convinced $vicennist as was certainl\ the case for ,bn Daud. 
This point is directl\ linNed to a third point. *undissalinus·s reception of 
$vicenna is partial : he enacts a sort of ¶cherr\-picNing· upon the $vicennian 
126 See in particular J. JoliVet 7Ke Arabic InKeritance in P. droNKe ed. A Histor\ of 7ZelftK-&entur\ 
:estern 3KilosopK\ &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. -. 
127 See e. bertola Ë esistito un avicennismo latino nel 0edioevo ? « Sophia »   pp. - 
and   pp. -.
128 See PolloNi Aristotle in 7oledo  *undissalinus tKe Arabs and *erard of &remona’s 7ranslations cit.
129 See J. sterN 7Ke 0atter and Form of 0aimonides’ *uide +arvard 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge 
- London 2013.
130 See a. bertolaCCi 2n tKe Latin 5eception of Avicenna’s 0etapK\sics before Albertus 0aJnus  An 
Attempt at 3eriodization in a. bertolaCCi, d. N. Hasse eds. 7Ke Arabic HebreZ and Latin 5eception of 
Avicenna’s 0etapK\sics De *ru\ter %erlin  pp. -. See also a. bertolaCCi 7Ke 5eception of 
Avicenna in Latin 0edieval &ulture in P. adaMsoN ed. InterpretinJ Avicenna &ritical (ssa\s &ambridge 
8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge  pp. -.
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writings he had at his disposal choosing onl\ those theories that he felt as 
relevant and leaving apart a vast amount of correlated doctrinal points he did 
not perceive as important or perhaps he did not even understand. $ clear 
example of this is the silence under which $vicenna·s distinction between 
essence and existence is passed b\ *undissalinus. +owever it is also of the 
utmost importance to note the ¶hermeneutical violence· that characterises 
*undissalinus·s attitude toward $vicenna·s h\lomorphism completel\ reMected 
without presenting in his original writings an\ moment of actual confrontation 
with $vicenna·s positions. This is possibl\ the most relevant aspect regarding 
the supposed $vicennism of *undissalinus. The complete lacN of an\ dialoJue 
with $vicenna also in his later writings seems to marN *undissalinus·s use of 
$vicenna as still immature and even ingenuous especiall\ in comparison to the 
subseTuent /atin reception of $vicenna. 
Despite this $vicenna pla\s a central crucial role for *undissalinus. Even if 
he is Tuoted b\ name onl\ in a Tuite few occasions the overall reÁection of the 
Toledan philosopher is grounded on $vicenna·s texts and insolubl\ bound to 
them. )rom this perspective $vicenna·s founding presence is Tuite s\mmetrical 
to the inÁuence his writings have on two further anon\mous worNs written 
in the same decades as *undissalinus·s : the 'e pereJrinationibus animae apud 
inferos131 or ¶$non\mous d·$lvern\· and the Liber de causis primis et secundis132. 
$. %ertolacci referred to *undissalinus and these two writings as witnesses 
of this first stage of the /atin reception of $vicenna called ¶3KilosopKia prima 
ZitKout 0etapK\sica· stressing the autonom\ the references to $vicenna have as 
regards to $ristotle·s 0etapK\sics133. 
These writings share a common purpose : the\ are aimed at facilitating the 
insertion of new ideas new authors and new doctrinal perspectives into a 
philosophical debate that was still based on the frameworN furnished b\ 3lato·s 
7imaeus &hartrean natural philosoph\ and 3arisian dialectic. The\ tr\ to Mustif\ the 
new doctrines from ¶the $rabs· displa\ing their consistenc\ with the /atin tradition 
as it is in place with *undissalinus·s use of %oethius $ugustine and the &hartrean 
speculation  the 'e causis primis et secundis attempting a s\nthesis between $vicenna 
131 aN. 'e pereJrinationibus animae apud inferos ed. M.-t. d’alVerNy Les pprpJrinations de l’kme 
dans l’autre monde d’aprqs un anon\me de la fine du ;IIe siqcle « $rchives d·histoire doctrinale et 
littpraire du 0o\en Çge »  - pp. -.
132 aN. Liber de causis primis et secundis ed. de Vaux 1otes et teste sur l’avicennisme latin au[ 
confins des ;II-;III siqcles cit. pp. -.
133 bertolaCCi 2n tKe Latin 5eception of Avicenna’s 0etapK\sics before Albertus 0aJnus  An Attempt 
at 3eriodization cit.
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and Scotus Eriugena  and the 3ereJrinatio where the author inserts man\ $rabic 
doctrines in a &hristian eschatological description of the afterlife. 
,t is exactl\ in this pioneering role the\ are pla\ing that these treatises and 
authors displa\ their fundamental relevance. ,ndeed their perhaps ingenuous 
approach is caused b\ their lacN of that process of progressive absorption 
and critical elaboration of the $rabic sources and the\ lacN all this exactl\ 
for the\ are the pioneers of this philosophical process that would lead in a 
few decades to the mature confrontations with $vicenna of thinNers such 
as Thomas $Tuinas $lbert the *reat or 5oger %acon. ,t is this that maNes of 
*undissalinus one of the pivotal figures in the histor\ of :estern philosoph\ 
since his curiosit\ s\ncretism and eagerness contributed cruciall\ to the road 
that led philosophicall\ $vicenna to 3aris where his thought will be dul\ 
problematized developed and criticised.
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*undissalinus and Avicenna  6ome 5emarNs on an Intricate 3KilosopKical &onnection
This article anal\ses the peculiarities of Dominicus *undissalinus·s reading and use 
of $vicenna·s writings in his original worNs. *undissalinus (ca - post ) is indeed 
the /atin translator of $vicenna·s 'e anima and Liber de pKilosopKia prima but also an 
original philosopher whose writings are precious witnesses of the ver\ first reception 
of $vicennian philosoph\ in the /atin :est. The article points out the structural bond 
with the 3ersian philosopher upon which *undissalinus grounds his own speculation. 
This contribution stresses in particular the important role pla\ed b\ $vicenna·s 
ps\cholog\ epistemolog\ and metaph\sics in order to provide *undissalinus with a 
different set of answers to at least two main Tuestions. 2n the one hand the problem of 
creatural existence and cosmological causation concerning which *undissalinus tends 
to doctrinall\ merge $vicenna with ,bn *abirol. 2n the other hand $vicenna·s inÁuence 
is crucial for *undissalinus·s attempt at elaborating a new s\stem of Nnowledge which 
was supposed to be able to include the new sciences made available b\ the translation 
movement but that also needed to be internall\ organised through firm epistemological 
principles. %eside his crucial contribution as translator *undissalinus·s first 
philosophical encounter with the $vicenna paved the road for the subseTuent reception 
of the 3ersian philosopher·s worNs opening a hermeneutical perspective which would 
be pivotal for the thirteenth-centur\ discussions on soul Nnowledge and being. 
NiCola PolloNi Durham 8niversit\
nicola.polloni@durham.ac.uN
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IVANA PANZECA
On the Persian Translations of Avicenna’s ,löhiyyöt
I. IntroductIon
The present stud\ is intended to give a brief description of the translations 
from $rabic to 3ersian of IlāKi\\āt (>Science of@ Divine Things) of .itāb al-əifāʾ 
(%ooN of The +ealing) b\ ,bn SƮnö ($vicenna) with particular reference to the 
manuscripts that are currentl\ preserved in ,ran and ,ndia. $ complement to the 
present research will be a s\stematic surve\ of other possible testimonia of the 
translations in Tuestion preserved in the geographical areas of the 0iddle East.
The second obMective of the article is to present some h\potheses relating to the 
manuscripts consulted mostl\ dating from the period of the Safavid d\nast\ (;9,-
;9,,, c.) an epoch of extraordinar\ cultural vitalit\ testified to b\ the large number 
of comments and glosses on the worNs of the ¶great teachers· as well as b\ the maMor 
circulation of manuscripts in ,ran and in the ,ndo-3aNistan subcontinent1. 
* This paper is part of the E5& research proMect ¶3hilosoph\ on the %order of &ivilizations and 
,ntellectual Endeavours : Towards a &ritical Edition of the 0etapK\sics (IlāKi\\āt of .itāb al-əifāʾ) of 
$vicenna (,bn SƮnö)· $cron\m ¶3hi%or· (http ://www.avicennaproMect.eu) based at the Scuola 1ormale 
Superiore in 3isa. 0\ heartfelt thanNs go to 3rof. $. %ertolacci 3, of the abovementioned proMect for 
giving me the opportunit\ to acTuire and consult the codices examined and above all for his advice 
his helpfulness and his constant scientific and human support. , am also deepl\ grateful to Dr. 9. 3alleMj 
de %ustinza to Dr. *. DadNhah and Dr. ). *hassemlou for their essential collaboration in retrieving the 
necessar\ material and for the precious linguistic support the\ have given me. 3articular thanNs go to 
my colleagues in the PhiBor team : T. $lpina $. $stesiano S. Di 9incenzo and 0. Scermino. 
1 The ¶Safavid cultural 5enaissance· had its apex in the epoch of ʿ$bbös , (r. -/-
/) and was particularl\ concerned with artistic disciplines also ampl\ encompassing 
sciences and philosoph\. See +. M. HaMedanee Histor\ of 6cience in Iran in tKe last four centuries in a. 
Y. al-Ʃassan, M. aƩ0(d, a. Z. Iskandar eds. 6cience and 7ecKnoloJ\ in Islam vol. ,9 part ,, : Technology 
and $pplied Sciences 8nesco 3ublishing %eirut  pp. - ; H. nasr 6piritual movements 
3KilosopK\ and 7KeoloJ\ in tKe 6afavid period in P. Jackson, l. lockHart eds. 7Ke &ambridJe Histor\ of Iran 
vol. 9, The Timurid and Safavid 3eriods &ambridge 8niversit\ 3ress &ambridge - pp. 
656-697 ; c. MelvIlle ed. 6afavid 3ersia  7Ke Histor\ and 3olitics of an Islamic 6ociet\ vol. ,9 3embroNe 
3ersian 3apers ,. %. Tauris /ondon - 1ew <orN  ; a. J. newMan 6afavid Iran 5ebirtK of a 3ersian 
(mpire ,. %. Tauris /ondon - 1ew <orN  ;  r. PourJavadY 3KilosopK\ in (arl\ 6afavid 3eriod  1aMm 
al-'īn 0aƤmud al-1a\rīzī and His :ritinJs %rill /eiden - %oston  ; Id. s. scHMIdtke An (astern 
5enaissance " *reeN 3KilosopK\ under tKe 6afavids (tK-tK centuries A' « ,ntellectual +istor\ of the 
Islamicate World »   pp. - ; s. rIZvI IsfaKan 6cKool of 3KilosopK\ in (nc\clopaedia Iranica 
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/isfahan-school-of-philosoph\ ; M. terrIer La reprpsentation 
de la saJesse JrecTue comme discours et mode de vie cKez les pKilosopKes ɐīʿites de l’Iran safavide (;Ie;9IIe 
siqcle « Studia graeco-arabica »   pp. -.
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The translations from $rabic to 3ersian of the 0etapK\sics section of əifāʾ 
which will be the obMect of the present stud\ are set precisel\ in the variegated 
context of the Safavid epoch. 
II. ManuscrIPts of tHe PersIan translatIons of I/ā+i<<ā7
Excluding codices belonging to private collections which are difficult to 
access and some attested manuscripts still being investigated it has been 
possible to identif\ eight copies of translations into 3ersian of the 0etapK\sics 
of əifāʾ )irstl\ the general and individual catalogues of the ,ranian and ,ndian 
libraries (hereafter abbreviated as D D$1 ) Ʃ . 0= 2 S) were consulted
2 
2 $bbreviations : 
D   ms. recorded in M. d,rāyatī, FeKrestvare-\e 'ast-1evesKt-Ka\e Iran ('ena (The $bridged 
&atalogue of ,ran 0anuscripts) $l--avad &ultural 	 5esearch ,nstitute Tehran +ɐ/ vol. 
,, p.  vol. 9, pp. -. 
DA1   ms. recorded in 0. T. dān,ə3a˅ūh FiKrist-i NitābNKānaK-i IKdāʾi-\i ĮTā-\i 6a\\id 0uƤammad-i 
0isKNāt .itābNKānaK-i 'ānisKJāK-i 7eKrān (&atalogue mpthodiTue descriptif et raisonnp des 
manuscrits philosophiTues m\stiTues et apologptiTues persans et arabes de la %ibliothqTue de 
l·8niversitp de Tphpran >Don de 0. le 3rofesseur 0eshNkt@) ,mprimerie de l·8niversitp Tehran 
+ɐ/ vol. ,,,  pp. -.
DA2   ms. recorded in Id. ed. ¶,ntroduction· in Ibn sīnā Al-1aǧāt min al-ƑarT fī baƤr al-Őalālāt 
,ntiɐöröt-i Döniɐgöh-i Tehrön Tehran +ɐ/ p. .
ES   ms. recorded in 0. -. esMaeIlI 7Ke &ommentar\ 7radition on tKe ,löhi\\öt of tKe Shiföʾ An 
Historical and %iblioJrapKical 6urve\ « Sophia 3erennis. The 4uarterl\ -ournal of Sapiential :isdom 
and Philosophy » The ,ranian ,nstitute of 3hilosoph\ with the &ollaboration of the ,ranian 
3hilosophical Societ\ vol. ; n.  $utumn and :inter - Serial 1umber  pp. -.
)  ms. recorded in M. d,rāyatī FeKrestJān-e 1osNKe-Ka-\e .Katti-\e Iran (FanNKa (8nion &atalogue 
of ,ran 0anuscripts) &ultural 	 5esearch ,nstitute of $l--avad vol. ,9 Tehran +ɐ/ pp. 
- vol. ;;, Tehran +ɐ/ pp. -.
+   ms. recorded in a. Ʃāގ,rī FiKrist-i NitābNKānaK-i 0aMlis-i 6Kūrā-\i 0illī ($ &atalogue of the 
0anuscripts in the 3arliament /ibrar\ >3ersian 	 $rabic@) ,ntiɐöröt-i 0aƏlis Tehran +ɐ/ 
vol. 9 pp. - -.
IS   ms. recorded in Ʃ. 1. Iɜ)ahānī ed. ¶,ntroduction· in Ibn sīnā Ibn-i 6vnk .itab al-6Kifkʾ 
(0etapK\sics ZitK 0arJinal 1otes b\ 0ullk 6adrk 0vrdkmkd .Kunsarv 6abzavkrv and otKers. Edited 
with ,ntroduction and 1otes b\ +. 1. ,sfahknv 3h.D. Societ\ for the $ppreciation of &ultural :orNs 
and Dignitaries ,nstitute of ,slamic Studies Tehran 0c*ill 8niversities Tehran +ɐ/ pp. 
- - - .
.   ms. recorded in t. Ʃ. kantūrī FiKrist-i Nutub-i ʿ arabī Za fārsī Za urdū maḫzūnaK-i .utubḫānaK-i 
Įɓafī\aK-i 6arNār-i ʿĮlī (&atalogue of the $rabic 3ersian and 8rdu booNs and manuscripts in the 
ĮɓafƮ\ah /ibrar\) Dör al-ɡabʿ SarNör-i ʿĮlƮ +\derabad +/ vol. ,,, pp. -.
0$   ms. recorded in Y. Mahda9ī FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā %iblioJrapKie d’Ibn 
6ina ,ntiɐöröt-i Döniɐgöh-i Tehrön Tehran +ɐ/ p. .
0=   ms. recorded in a. Mun=a9ī FeKrestvāra-\e .etābKā-\e Fārsī ($n $nnotated %ibliograph\ 
of 3ersian :orNs ,ncluding 0anuscript·s Descriptions) The &entre of *reat ,slamic Enc\clopaedia 
/ibrar\ 3ublications Series Tehran +ɐ/ vol. 9, 3hilosoph\ 	 Ethics pp. -.
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for the purpose of locating the manuscripts of interest to us. SubseTuentl\ an 
anal\sis was carried out of the reference scientific literature relating to these 
codices some of which are reported b\ 0. T. Döniɐpaʿɫh 0. -. Esmaeili 1. 
,ɓfahönƮ and <. 0ahdavƮ (see note  and $ppendix).
The secondar\ literature revealed the existence of three separate 3ersian 
translations of $vicenna·s 0etapK\sics. The research carried out b\ us seems 
to suggest though still h\potheticall\ the need to maNe some changes to this 
interpretative paradigm.
The table that follows gives a summar\ of the witnesses identified and so 
far Nnown but these are being scrupulousl\ and carefull\ evaluated. The data 
given derive from a first comparative stud\ of the copies in our possession and 
are classified according to chronolog\ presumed authors of the translations 
and corresponding part of 0etapK\sics translated The last two columns provide 
additional information on the reference bibliographical sources and on the place 
where the cop\ was made the date of the translation or cop\ and the name of 
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2   ms. recorded in HandbooN of Andra 3radesK *overnment 2riental 0anuscripts Librar\ and 
5esearcK Institute 2smania 8niversit\ &ampus +\derabad. 3ersian 8rdu $rabic %ooNs vol. ,, p. .
S   ms. recorded in :. +. sIddIqI, FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i fārsī-\i NitābNKānaK-i 5aŐā 5ampur (Catalogue 
of 3ersian 0anuscripts of 5ampur 5aza /ibrar\) Diamond 3rinters Delhi +ɐ/ vol. , p. .
5eference websites : www.aghabozorg.ir ; www.ical.ir ; www.nlai.ir.
3 The list of the manuscripts is in chronological order. &opies marNed with  were acTuired. 
2ther copies on microfilm and in paper form Nept at some ,ranian libraries are identified in D and 
) : Tehran Döniɐgö /ibrar\ ms.   Tehran Döniɐgö /ibrar\ ms.   4um 0arʿaɐƮ ms. . 
See d,rāyatī, FeKrestvare-\e 'ast-1evesKt-Ka\e Iran ('ena cit. vol. 9, p.  and Id. FeKrestJān-e 
1osNKe-Ka-\e .Katti-\e Iran (FanNKa cit. vol. ,9 pp. -. D and ) probabl\ refer to the oldest 
data published b\ Ʃ and DA1 the authors of the respective catalogues of the 0aƏlis /ibrar\ and the 
0iɐNāt collection of the 8niversit\ of Tehran. See $ppendix : %ibliographical Sources.
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Ʃ u s a \ n Ʈ 
ʿ$rƮŐƮ (D)
ʿ$lƮ ʿ$rƮŐƮ 
S i \ \ ö h ö n Ʈ 
( D A 2 )
ʿ$lƮ ibn 
0uƤammad 
Ʃ u s a \ n Ʈ 
ʿ$rƮŐƮ ())
P e r s i a n 
t r a n s l a t i o n 
of IlāKi\\āt ;
P e r s i a n 
translation of 
əifāʾ (d)
D dates ms.  to 
+/-
DA2 dates it to 
+/-
d, vI : 
1 2 0 2 e  ; 
da2 : 95 ; ) 
IV : 785f
a dān,ə3a˅ūh ¶,ntroduction· cit. p.  presents two translations : the first one attributed to 
ʿ$lƮ 5iŐö ɥarzaʾƮ ibn əams al-DƮn ҅alḫönƮ and relating to ms.   the second one b\ ʿ$lƮ ʿ8ra\ŐƮ 
Si\\öhönƮ corresponding to copies    and . Döniɐpaʿɫh gives the last part of the name 
of the author as ҅alḫönƮ instead of ҅alḫölƮ. The cit\ of .halNhal is in north-western ,ran in 
$rdabil province.
b esMaeIlI 7Ke &ommentar\ 7radition on tKe ,löhi\\öt of tKe Shifö૟ cit. p.  lists three translations 
respectivel\ b\ the following : « $) ʿ$lƮ ʿ8ra\ıƮ ,mömƮ of ,sfahan a student of ĮTö Ʃusayn 
.hwönsörƮ (d.  $+)  %) ʿ$lƮ 5iıö ɥarzeʾƮ  &) 0irzö Ʃusayn ʿ$lƮ better Nnown as 0uƤaTTiT-i 
.halNhölƮ a student of 0irzö $bɫ al-Ʃasan -ilwah (- $+ solar) ». Esmaeili therefore 
distinguishes ɥarzaʾƮ from ҅alḫölƮ  considering them two different authors. :ith respect to the 
third author Esmaeili in note  on p.  gives the following bibliographical reference : f. ard(%,/ī 
7ārīNK-i Ardebīl Za 'ānesKmandān vol. , (0ashhad n.p.  $+ solar) p. .
c Iɜ)ahānī ¶,ntroduction· cit. p.  presents two 3ersian translations of 0etapK\sics : a first 
one for which he gives no numerical references with al-Sa\\id ʿ$lƮ al-ʿ8ra\ŐƮ al-,mömƮ as author 
$)  a second one attributed to author %) ʿ$lƮ 5iŐö al-ɥarzaʾƮ ʾ with respect to cop\ . 
d ,nfo provided b\ Dr. $Ƥmad ƩosseinƮ (8niversit\ of Tabriz).
e d,rāyatī, FeKrestvare-\e 'ast-1evesKt-Ka\e Iran ('ena cit. 9, attributes the translation of əifāʾ 
to ʿ$lƮ ibn 0uƤammad Ʃusa\nƮ ʿ8ra\ŐƮ (;,/;9,, c.) as concerns mss.  and .
f Id., FeKrestJān-e 1osNKe-Ka-\e .Katti-\e Iran (FanNKa cit. ,9 pp. - identifies copies    
and  as belonging to the same translation of 0etapK\sics ascribed to ʿ$lƮ ibn 0uƤammad Ʃusa\nƮ 
ʿ$rƮŐƮ (;,/;9,, c.).
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200i ; da2 : 
95 ; es : 8 ; 
f, Iv : 785 ; 
Ma : 174
) 0s.  
T e h r a n 
( , r a n )  
D ö n i ɐ g ö 








Ʃ u s a \ n Ʈ 
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incorporating 
the $rabic 
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(Persian tran-




0 u Ƥ a m m a d 
0aʿɓɫm ibn 
0 u Ƥ a m m a d 
%öTir
D 9, : 
  ) 
IV : 785
g &f. ʿ$bd al-ˈahƮr ibn al-0aʿɓɫm .arahrɫdƮ (or *armrɫdƮ) : cop\ist of IlāKi\\āt ms. ҅o\ 
0adrasa-i 1amözƮ  (;,/;9,,). ,t contains : IlāKi\\āt ,.-;.. See http://www.avicennaproMect.
eu/index.php "id . 
h d,rāyatī, FeKrestvare-\e 'ast-1evesKt-Ka\e Iran ('ena cit. ,, p.  refers to ms.  as a 
translation of the 0etapK\sics section. Id. 9, pp. - lists mss.  and  among the 
witnesses of a different anon\mous translation than ms. .
i dān,ə3a˅ūh FiKrist-i NitābNKānaK-i IKdāʾi-\i ĮTā-\i 6a\\id 0uƤammad-i 0isKNāt cit. pp. - 
refers to a 3ersian translation of the IlāKi\\āt ms.  attributed to Sa\\id ʿ$lƮ ibn 0uƤammad ibn 
Įsad $llöh ,mömƮ ʿ8ra\ŐƮ SipöhönƮ. Mahda9ī FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā cit. p.  
instead records cop\  as a witness of an anon\mous translation of 0etapK\sics
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M d,rāyatī, FeKrestvare-\e 'ast-1evesKt-Ka\e Iran ('ena cit. 9, pp. - refers to mss.  and 
 as a translation of and comment on əifāʾ b\ an uncertain author.
k Ʃāގ,rī FiKrist-i NitābNKānaK-i 0aMlis-i 6Kūrā-\i 0illī cit p.  gives the name of the scribe 
ʿ$bd al-.arƮm ibn +ödƮ al-4azvƮnƮ and the date  which appear in the same code but in the 
colophon of the following treatise ms. /.
l In d,rāyatī FeKrestJān-e 1osNKe-Ka-\e .Katti-\e Iran (FanNKa cit. ;;, p.  ms.  appears as an 
incomplete translation of 0etapK\sics containing brief comments on other worNs including 1aǧāt.
m $t the 1ational /ibrar\ of Tehran ms.  is listed among the translations of 0etapK\sics into 
Persian To date the existing literature maNes no mention of it.
III. state of tHe art
$s an anal\sis of the chart shows the currentl\ existing secondar\ literature 
onl\ provides data that partl\ agree with one another. The divergences 
suggest the need for an overall reconsideration of the problem of the 3ersian 
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translations of 0etapK\sics through an anal\sis of the evidence emerging from 
direct inspection of manuscripts (see below 1ew Data). )or the moment let 
us concern ourselves with summing up the state of the art according to the 
present-day bibliograph\.
D D$1 D$2 ES ) ,S and 0= identif\ translator $) Sa\\id ʿ$lƮ ( ʿ$lƮ Sa\\id 
ʿ$lƮ) ibn 0uƤammad ibn $sad $llöh >al-Ʃusa\nƮ@ al-ʿ8ra\ŐƮ (  ʿ$rƮŐƮ) >al-@,mömƮ 
>al-@,ɓfahönƮ (  Si\\öhönƮ/SipöhönƮ).
DA2 ES ,S . 2 and S present the second translator %) (0awlönö) ʿ$lƮ 5iŐö 
ɥarzaʾƮ (ibn əams al-DƮn al-҅alḫölƮ). 
)inall\ ES reports on a third translator &) 0irzö Ʃusayn ʿ$lƮ 0uƤaTTiT-i 
҅alḫölƮ. 
2n the basis of the bibliographical data author $) ʿ8ra\ŐƮ (;,/;9,, c.) 
appears to have almost entirel\ translated from $rabic to 3ersian the 0etapK\sics 
section of əifāʾ 2n the cover page of ms.  there is a brief biographical note 
probabl\ modern which identifies the author with Sa\\id ʿ$lƮ ibn 0uƤammad 
ibn $sad $llöh al-,mömƮ al-,ɓfahönƮ a h\pothetical descendant of ʿ$lƮ ʿ8ra\ŐƮ 
the son of ,möm al-ɜödiT4. ,ɓfahönƮ is also characterized as a student of ĮTö 
Ʃusa\n ibn 0uƤammad al-҅wönsörƮ (-+/-) one of the great 
,mamites of the Safavid epoch and also a commentator on the 0etapK\sics 
section of əifāʾ5. The same note indicates that ʿ8ra\ŐƮ also translated the text 
of Iɐārāt into Persian6. 
$ccording to the literature data translator %) ʿ$lƮ 5iŐö ɥarzaʾƮ ibn əams 
al-DƮn al-҅alḫölƮ would instead be the author of a second separate 3ersian 
4 Ɯaʿfar ibn 0uƤammad al-ɜödiT (-/+ or -/+ ² /+) a descendant of 
ʿ$lƮ was the sixth Twelver ,möm.
5 2f great significance is the attested 3ersian translation of IlāKi\\āt b\ ĮTö Ʃusa\n ibn 
0uƤammad al-҅wönsörƮ of which however no proof has \et been found. See d. ɜa)ā 7āriḫ-e adabi\\āt 
dar Irān ($ +istor\ of ,ranian /iterature) vol. 9 )rom the beginning of the th century to the middle 
of the th centur\ $.+. 3art , )erdowsi 3ublication Tehran +ɐ p. . ҅wönsörƮ wrote two 
commentaries upon the IlāKi\\āt : the first one containing a long introduction that is missing in some 
manuscripts. The second manuscript is de facto a response to the critiTues b\ 0uƤammad %öTir ,bn 
0uʾmin SabzawörƮ ,ɓfahönƮ (-+/-) whose name ҅wönsörƮ does not mention but 
refers to him as « one of the scholars of the time ». ,n this commentar\ ҅wönsörƮ severel\ attacNs 
SabzawörƮ. See Į. Ʃ. ҅wān6ārī ƩāsKi\atu IlāKi\\āt al-6Kifāʾ ed. Ʃ. 1. Iɜ)ahānī Tehran  and http ://
www.avicennaproMect.eu/index.php "id . ,n S. +. nasr, M. aMInraZavI, An AntKoloJ\ of 3KilosopK\ in 
3ersia From tKe 6cKool of 6Kiraz to tKe 7ZentietK &entur\ ,. %. Tauris 3ublishers /ondon - 1ew <orN 
 in association with the ,nstitute of ,smaili Studies /ondon vol. 9 p.  it is reported that 
0ullö 5aƏab ʿ$lƮ TabrƮzƮ (d. +/) translated əifāʾ and Iɐārāt from $rabic to 3ersian but at the 
moment we have no further notices on this.
6 Iɜ)ahānī ¶,ntroduction· cit. pp.   this author is named as Sa\\id ʿ$lƮ al-ʿ8ra\ŐƮ 
Darab ,mömƮ (;,/;9,, c.). )urthermore ,ɓfahönƮ gives a list of the manuscript copies of 3ersian 
translations of IlāKi\\āt (pp. -) and a forthcoming edition of the translation/commentar\ 
is announced p. . 
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translation the copies of which have been identified in ,ndia. 5egarding the 
third author mentioned &) we have no other notices.
To date it has not been possible to obtain more precise biographical data on 
authors %) and &) and to establish their identit\ with an\ certaint\. 
Iv. new data
Seeing the conÁicting information that appears in the bibliograph\ as 
examined in the previous section a first examination was undertaNen of the 
photographic reproductions of the manuscripts listed in the table with the 
exception of  and  copies of which are not currentl\ available.
,n most cases the exemplars examined date from the th-th centuries. 
0ss.     and  present multilevel editing in which the translator gives 
the text of IlāKi\\āt in $rabic overlined with purple inN (mss.    ) and 
afterwards the translation into 3ersian and the textual comment. The translation 
is difficult to understand sometimes maNing the text unintelligible.
0ss.     and  are probabl\ distinct copies of the same translation though 
the\ present some differences in the detail. $mong these the onl\ exemplar that 
contains an almost complete translation of 0etapK\sics is ms.  which onl\ shows 
a few internal lacunae. :ith reference to this last manuscript the colophon 
clearl\ attributes the translation to ʿ$lƮ 5iŐö ɥarzaʾƮ ibn 0awlönö əams al-DƮn 
҅alḫölƮ. This is the oldest witness produced in .abul in +/- :
T. 0s.  &olopKon :
رد نوـب دgـيا čراĒددـم و هـّهلإ تاـضافإ نوـعب ءافـش باـتĒ رـشع [ـلاث ّنـف هـمجرت 
تــشهو لــهو راgــه هنــس رد يــ ناثلا عــ بر مــشش cــ يرات رد هاتــشا تــقو رد لــ باĒ 
نـيدلا سمـش اـنلاوم نـبا čزرـط اـضر Ďـلع ماـGنلا Öّوـشم هـمجرت نـيا فّـلؤمو .هـيرجه 
.Ďـلاخلخ
0ss.   and  seem to contain a partial version of the translation b\ ʿ $lƮ 5iŐö 
ɥarzaʾƮ : the $rabic text the translation and the commentar\ are interrupted at 
treatise ,;. followed b\ the colophons in some cases containing details on the 
cop\ist and the place of cop\ (see table). 0ss.   and  are also characterized 
b\ the presence of an incipit and an initial addition absent in . 0anuscript  
gives an even shorter translation than   and  because it onl\ presents a 
fragmentar\ portion of 0etapK\sics (from ,. to 9,,,.). ,t seems to be possible to 
ascribe the translation to ɥarzaʾƮ.
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The divergences that can be seen in this group of manuscripts could have 
been caused b\ the existence of distinct branches of tradition b\ accidents of 
transmission or b\ deliberate interventions on the text. 0ore in detail it can be 
supposed that ,ranian copies   and  represent a branch of an independent 
tradition : the fact is that the absence of the final section of the translation 
which the copies have in common might be linNed to the same cop\. 2n the 
other hand ms.  would represent a second branch of a tradition since it shows 
the omission of an initial section of the translation not shared b\   and . ,n 
other words ɥarzaʾƮ appears to have almost entirel\ translated the 0etapK\sics 
section of əifāʾand the copies preserved in ,ran and in ,ndia would be incomplete 
through an accident of transmission or for other reasons still to be discovered. 
$t the present stage of the research it is not possible to settle the issue.
$fter the recent acTuisition of manuscript  still being examined the 
panorama has appeared to be even more ramified : the fact is that this cop\ is 
different from all the other witnesses examined. Specificall\ the manuscript 
contains two translations into 3ersian : one of IlāKi\\āt and afterwards one of 
Iɐārāt. $ccording to what is stated in the incipit of  both translations were done 
b\ ʿ$lƮ Sa\\id ʿ$lƮ al-Ʃusa\nƮ al-ʿ8ra\ŐƮ al-,mömƮ.
T. 0s.  Incipit :
 هـمجرت نـيزا ضرـغ هـĒ يـماملإا يـEيرعلا ينـسلحا يـلع دّـس Ďـلع هـّبر تـمحرب ...
... ءافـش يـهلإ باـتĒ
$t this point it is important to remember that the name of ʿ8ra\ŐƮ appeared in 
the secondar\ literature on the 3ersian translations of 0etapK\sics as the author of 
the versions contained in     and . +owever as we have seen mss.   and 
 seem not to bear an\ trace of this name  the onl\ mention of ʿ8ra\ŐƮ is found 
instead in the modern note on the cover sheet of ms. . 3erhaps precisel\ this note 
gave rise to the confusion that led ʿ 8ra\ŐƮ to be identified as the translator of these 
manuscripts rather than ɥarzaʾƮ. ,ndeed it seems to be an additional observation 
inserted perhaps b\ a cataloguer or a librarian containing information regarding 
the activit\ of a 3ersian translator Nnown to him for other reasons that is to sa\ 
precisely ʿ 8ra\ŐƮ the author of the Moint translation of IlāKi\\āt and Iɐārāt testified 
to b\ ms. . 2therwise the note might originate from the catalogue of Döniɐpaʿɫh 
regarding the 0iɐNāt collection of the 8niversit\ of Tehran7. 
7 dān,ə3a˅ūh FiKrist-i NitābNKānaK-i IKdāʾi-\i ĮTā-\i 6a\\id 0uƤammad-i 0isKNāt cit. pp. -. 
The data are also given in d,rāyatī, FeKrestJān-e 1osNKe-Ka-\e .Katti-\e Iran (FanNKa cit. ,9 p.  
and Mun=a9ī, FeKrestvāra-\e .etābKā-\e Fārsī cit. p. .
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v. conclusIon
The direct examination of the manuscripts so far conducted would seem to 
point to the existence of two 3ersian translations of the 0etapK\sics section of 
əifāʾ : the first one represented b\ mss.     and  and attributable to ʿ $lƮ 5iŐö 
ɥarzaʾƮ ibn 0awlönö əams al-DƮn ҅alḫölƮ  and the second one preserved b\ ms. 
 and ascribable to ʿ$lƮ Sa\\id ʿ$lƮ al-Ʃusa\nƮ al-ʿ8ra\ŐƮ al-,mömƮ. Therefore 
ʿ8ra\ŐƮ would be the author of the double translation of IlāKi\\āt and Iɐārāt and 
conseTuentl\ would not bear an\ relationship with the translation attributed to 
҅alḫölƮ preserved in copies     and .
+owever these h\potheses are \et to be verified considering that the 
data obtained and so far anal\zed do not maNe it possible to reach definitive 
conclusions. 2nl\ careful textual investigation can provide more certain data in 
support of these arguments.
365 7ā<<i+ā/i s’anneciva fo snoitalsnart naisrep eht no
 secruos lacIHPargoIlbIb : XIdnePPa
 
 redro ni seiduts denoitnemerofa eht \b dehsilbup atad eht fo tsil a swollof erehT
 rof noitamrofni gnidnopserroc eht dna defiitnedi seipoc tpircsunam eht ees ot \lraelc
: meht fo hcae
 tāNKsi0 i-dammaƤu0 di\\a6 i\-āTĮ i\-iʾādKI i-KanāKNbātiN i-tsirKiF hū˅a3ə,nād
 : - .pp .tic nārKe7 i-KāJKsinā' i-KanāKNbāti.
³ċ´ ترجمه الهات شفا
سد علĎ بن محمد بن اسدا¦ امامĎ عريEĎ ساهانĎ مترجم اشارات Ēه شارد آقا حسن 
خوانسارč ªمº»²³« بوده در روزار نارنده رياض العلما ªم²µ³³« در ذشت شفاč شc 
را بارسĎ Ēرد ªذريعه Î Ċ ص»_ º¹ و²³³« نسخه ما Ēه بند ببند سخنان شc در آن آمده و 
ترجمه لفGĎ و سس gارÖ شده ويا از همو باشد.
:  .p .tic tālālaŐ-la rƤab īf TraƑ-la nim tāǧa1-lA ānīs nbI ni ·noitcudortn,¶ .dI
 ترجمه هاč الهĎ شفاء به فارسĎ
 ³، از علـĎ رضـا طـرزه اč سـر شـمس الديـن خلخانـĎ در ºĊ²³ در Ēابـل نسـcهĄ ³µ¶ فلسـفهĄ آصفـه
ªµ : ´»Ċ« فـن µ³.
 ´، از علــĎ عــرčضč ســا هانــĎ مترجــم اشــارات ابــن ســنا و نارنــدهĄ هشــت بهشــت در ترجــمهĄ
هشــت Ēتــاب حديــ[ ªفهرســت يــgد ³ : »µ³ص ¹²³«
 بندبند م9 در آن آمده وترجمهĄ لفGĎ و gارÖ شده است. نسcه هاč آن :
 ³، ³ċ´ دانشاϩ ªµ : »»³« Ēه فلم هم دارد ª³ : »Ċ Ö ²²µ´«
´، ثقة السام در تبريg نوشته ¹º²³ ªنشريه Ċ : ċ´Ċ«
 µ، شمارهĄ ´³»³ مجلس ªċ : ´²Ċ« فلم ²²µ´ عēس. ²ºµċ دانشاϩ ª³ : »Ċ«
 Ċ، شــمارهĄ ´±²Ċº³ مجلــس ªċ : Ċ²Ċص ¹ċĊ نســخه« باشــرح نجــات اســفراينĎ Ēــه نخســتن
اســت و  ــس از ان شــرح اثب ــات واجــب Ēــه ســوم اســت ª¹»´« نوشــتهĄ º³µ³
 .pp ,9 .lov  .p ,, .lov .tic ane'( narI e\aK-tKseve1-tsa' e\-eravtserKeF ,ītayār,d
: 3021-2021
الهات شفا ªترجمه« ± فلسفه± فارسĎ [³]
حسنĎ عريEĎ، علĎ بن محمد ª_ ä³³ä«
 تهران، دانشاϩ Ö : ³ċ´
الشفاء ªترجمه« ± فلسفه± فارسĎ [Ċ]
حسنĎ عريEĎ، علĎ بن محمد ª_ ä³³ä«
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¹ : Ö ماسلا ةقث ،gيربت
»²º³ : Ö ϩاشناد ،نارهت
ف ´µ²² : Ö ϩاشناد ،نارهت
ف ´µ²µ : Ö ϩاشناد ،نارهت
]´[ Ďسراف ±هفسلف ± «حرش و همجرتª ءافشلا 
³»³´ : Ö سلجم ،نارهت
´±³ºĊ² : Ö سلجم ،نارهت
Id. FeKrestJān-e 1osNKe-Ka-\e .Katti-\e Iran (FanNKa cit. vol. ,9 pp. - vol. ;;, 
pp. - :
]¹[ Ďسراف ±هفسلف ± «همجرتª افش تاهلا
čرمق ³³ä ،دمحم نب Ďلع ،ĎEيرع Ďنسح 
¹ : Ö ماسلا ةقث ،gيربت
´ċ³ : Ö ϩاشناد ،نارهت
»²º³ : Ö ϩاشناد ،نارهت
³»³´ : Ö سلجم ،نارهت
ف ´µ²² : Ö ϩاشناد ،نارهت
ف ´µ²µ : Ö ϩاشناد ،نارهت
Ďسēع ³ċ²ċ : Ö Ďشعرم ،مق
]³[ Ďسراف ±هفسلف ± «حرش و همجرتª ءافشلا
³ºĊ²±´ : Ö سلجم ،نارهت
esMaeIlI 7Ke &ommentar\ 7radition on tKe ,löhi\\öt of tKe Shiföʾ cit. p.  : 
« %\ ¶translations· onl\ 3ersian translations of the 6Kifāʾ are meant. 0anuscript 
catalogues consulted so far maNe mention of at least three translations : 
) ,n the librar\ of Tehran 8niversit\ there is a translation of the 0etapK\sics of 
the 6Kifāʾ that was made b\ ʿ$lƮ ʿ8ra\ćƮ ,mömƮ of ,sfahan a student of ĮTö Ʃusayn 
.hwönsörƮ (d.  $+). The catalogue of the librar\ of the 0aMles-i Shɫrö-\i EslömƮ 
liNewise in Tehran mentions an ¶anon\mous· translation of the 0etapK\sics of the 
6Kifāʾ. $fter comparison of this translation with the one in Tehran 8niversit\ it 
became clear that it is the same one done b\ ʿ$lƮ ʿ8ra\ćƮ. 
) ,n addition to the above the catalogue of the Įɓefi\e /ibrar\ in +a\daröböd 
Deccan (,ndia) mentions a translation of the 0etapK\sics of the 6Kifāʾ that was made 
b\ one ʿ$lƮ 5ićö ɥarzeʾƮ whom , have not been able to identif\ so far. %ut given that 
the manuscript in Tuestion was completed in .abul in  $+ ɥarzeʾƮ made his 
translation no later than this date. 
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) $ third translation was made in the thirteenth centur\ $+ b\ 0irzö Ʃusayn ʿ$lƮ 
better Nnown as 0uƤaTTiT-i .halNhölƮ a student of 0irzö $bɫ al-Ʃasan -ilwah (-
 $+ solar). ,t is not clear whether the translation b\ 0uƤaTTiT-i .halNhölƮ onl\ 
comprises the 0etapK\sics of the 6Kifāʾ or also other parts of it ».
Ʃāގ,rī FiKrist-i NitābNKānaK-i 0aMlis-i 6Kūrā-\i 0illī cit. pp. - - :
¯³¹» صª هــحفص ´²¹ رد «تاــهلا ¿ª ÕčÈرــلا cــش ءافــش مهدgــس نــف Ąهــمجرت ³ºĊ²±´
«µº¹
«...حرش و همجرتª ءافش ³ºĊ² 
«...حرش و همجرتª ءافش .´³»³
HandbooN of Andra 3radesK *overnment 2riental 0anuscripts Librar\ and 5esearcK Institute 
cit p.  :
ءافش همجرت ،Ďلخلخ نيدلا سمش نب čزرط اضر Ďلع ،̊˼³
Iɜ)ahānī ¶,ntroduction· in Ibn sīnā Ibn-i 6vnk .itab al-6Kifkʾ (0etapK\sics cit. p.  : 
Ċµ³ ± لباĒ ةĎفصآ ← تاهلا ةمجرت ،اضر Ďلع ،يا هزاgطلا .Čċ
ةــنماثلا ةــلاقلما lــسلول Ďــلا Ďــلولاا ةــلاقلما نــم تاــهلا ةــمجرت ،Ďــلع دــسلا ،يــماملاا يــEيرعلا .ČČ 
ةــعوملجا هذــه ← 
kantūrī FiKrist-i Nutub-i ʿarabī Za fārsī Za urdū maḫzūnaK-i .utubḫānaK-i Įɓafī\aK-i 
6arNār-i ʿĮlī cit. pp. - :
رشع [لاث نف ،ءافش همجرت ،Ďلاخللخا نيدلا نلاوم سمش نب čزرط اضر Ďلع ،³µĊ
Mahda9ī FiKrist-i nusḫaKā-\i muɓannafāt-i Ibn-i 6īnā cit. p.  :
مولعم ان مجرتم «ä Ċº²³ Ðرومª ³ċ´ Ąهرامش تاēشم ĄهناخباتĒ Ąهخشن قبط : تاهلا
Mun=a9ī, FeKrestvāra-\e .etābKā-\e Fārsī cit. pp. - : 
Ďناهاــس ĎــEيرع Ďــماما ¦ا دــسا دــنزرف دــمحم دــنزرف Ďــلع دــس زا نآ تاــهلا iــخب اــهنت Ąهــمجرت 
Ąهدـنران رازور هـب و هدوـب «ä ³²»º دª čراـسناوخ نـسح اـقآ و «ä ³³³² دª مود Ďـسلجم دراـش 
.«فــهª “هــمجرت ،تاراــشا” تــسومه زا و .تــسا هتــشg رد «ä ³³µ² دª “ءاــملعلا ضاــير”
665aceznap anavi
 صفـا ªċ±ċ³µ« ضمـن بـر شـمردن Ēارهـاč خوانسـارč شـفته از”ترجمـهĄ الهـات شـفا“ نـام بـرده
Ēـه ويـا همـن اسـت و لIgشـĎ اسـت و ايـن ترجمـه از شـاردÖ اسـت نـه او.
:  .p .tic rupma5 āŐa5 i-KanāKNbātiN i\-īsrāf i\-āKaḫsun i-tsirKiF ,IqIddIs
ترجمه Ēتاب الشفاء فن ثال[ عشر ªفن الهات« ºµ³³
مولانا علĎ رضا الطرزč بن شمس الدين الخلخالĎ
ªºĊ²³ه«
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$%ST5$&T
2n tKe 3ersian 7ranslations of Avicenna’s ,löhi\\öt
This paper presents a preliminar\ stud\ of the translations into 3ersian of the 
0etapK\sics section of $vicenna·s əifāʾ. During the Safavid d\nast\ a considerable 
number of commentaries and translations from $rabic into 3ersian contributed to the 
spread of the philosophical worNs of the complex ,slamic intellectual scenario. The 
3eripatetic legac\ the iɐrāTī current the ɓūfī tradition and the ,ɓfahön School deepl\ 
inÁuenced both the reading of philosophical texts and the doctrinal and terminological 
choices of the time. The 3ersian translations of $vicenna·s 0etapK\sics are undoubtedl\ 
to be inserted in this varied context. The present research provides a new focus on the 
transmission and reception of $vicenna·s text in the 3ersian cultural environment but 
the manuscript heritage of this production still remains to be explored in detail.
Ivana PanZeca Scuola 1ormale Superiore 3isa
ivana.panzeca@sns.it
The research leading to these results has received funding from the European 5esearch 
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